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The Relationships of the Leadership Styles of Superintendents and Fiscal Conditions with 
District Student Performance across Ohio 
 
Daniel T. Doyle 
This study investigated the relationships of the leadership styles of superintendents and 
the fiscal conditions of local school districts with student performance across Ohio.  To 
examine these relationships the Bolman and Deal survey instrument, “Leadership 
Behavior Description Questionnaire-Self,” was utilized to collect data from 
superintendents to assess their perception of their leadership style. The fiscal conditions 
of the school districts were placed on predictability and sustainability continuums based 
upon state percentage basic aid and annual percentage change in per pupil expenditure 
over five Ohio state biennial funding cycles (1997-2007).  Control variables for the study 
include district size, socio-economic status, locale and per pupil expenditure. Surveys 
were sent to superintendents serving the 614 public school districts across Ohio. 
Responses were received from 241 superintendents. 174 surveys were utilized for an 
inclusive analysis and 83 qualified for the primary study.  An ancillary analysis was 
completed to investigate more deeply the relationships between district fiscal condition-
predictability and district student performance with the study variables.  Descriptive 
statistics were utilized as were linear multiple regression models to provide the statistical 
analysis. 
 
Major research findings indicate: (1) Superintendents across Ohio champion the multi-
framed leadership style (35%) followed by the single frame (27%) and the paired and the 
no-frame style (19%) equally; (2) Within these styles the structural frame (30.2%) was 
utilized the most, followed by the human-resource (26.3%), the symbolic and political 
(17.1%) equally and the no-frame (9.3%); (3)  None of the study variables were found to 
be significant with leadership styles; (4)  As a school district‟s fiscal condition-
sustainability increases, so does the district expenditure per pupil and the district fiscal 
condition-predictability; (5)  As a school district‟s fiscal condition-predictability 
increases, so does the number of students qualifying for the free/reduced lunch program 
and the district fiscal condition-sustainability.  However, as the school district also 
becomes smaller, the district expenditure per pupil becomes less and the district is more 
likely to be urban than suburban; and (6) As a school district‟s student performance 
increases its fiscal condition-predictability and fiscal condition-sustainability becomes 
lower. 
 
Recommendations from this study include: (1) Implementation of professional 
development activities for superintendents that includes an understanding in leadership 
styles along with an increased awareness of their personal leadership style; and (2) 
opportunities provided for federal, state and local funding policy makers to gain an 
awareness of the relationships between a school district‟s dependency on state basic aid 
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The economic challenges facing American schools are unprecedented.  These 
anxieties, coupled with student performance as cross national comparisons reveal 
deficiencies in our system; the need for imaginative and courageous leadership at all 
levels is critical.  Studies investigating the relationships of school district fiscal 
conditions and the leadership styles of school leaders with student performance could not 
be more timely than today. 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of leadership styles 
and fiscal conditions, namely predictability and stability, with district level student 
performance in Ohio.  Since other conditions are likely to influence district performance, 
the model utilized in this study includes additional independent variables as controls, 
namely: district size, socio-economic status, locale, and per pupil expenditure.    
The 2007 American Association of School Administrators (AASA) publication, 
The State of the American School Superintendency: Mid-Decade Study, stated “Good 
leadership ability is the reason given by nearly half (49.2%) of superintendents as the 
most important reason their boards hire them” (p 68).  Considerable research has been 
completed investigating the significance of building level leadership, specifically by the 
principal.  However, until recently little research has been completed investigating the 
significance or the relationships of the leadership at the central office and more 
specifically that of the superintendent.  Waters and Marzano (2006) found that 
superintendents‟ leadership has a positive effect on district student achievement.  The 




findings such as those of Waters and Marzano make it apparent that research 
investigating the relationships of the superintendents‟ leadership is necessary.   
According to theory, a leader who is able to utilize a greater number of 
perspectives or frames is better able to gather complete information to assess situations 
and organizations, make clear judgments and take effective actions (Turley, 2002).  A 
leader‟s ability to utilize these perspectives or frames is considered their leadership style. 
This study also investigated the relationships of the leadership styles of superintendents 
with the performance of the students within their district. 
The American Association of School Administrators (AASA)“State of the 
American School Superintendency” (2007) publication states, “that the participants in all 
five AASA studies dating back to 1960, listed inadequate funding as being the number 
one factor inhibiting their ability to be effective” (p 55).  Present research has also found 
that the wealth of a district positively influences student achievement.  With the 
enactment of “The No Child Left Behind Act” and the newly created environment of 
increasing accountability, research on the relationships of the fiscal conditions of school 
districts with student performance is needed.  
 On four occasions since 1997 the school funding system utilized to fund public 
education in Ohio has been ruled unconstitutional by the State Supreme Court in 
DeRolph v. State (1997), 78 Ohio St.3d 193, 677 N.E.2d 733, (“DeRolph I”); DeRolph v. 
State (2000), 89 Ohio St.3d 1,728 N.E.2d 993 (“DeRolph II”); DeRolph v. State (2001), 
93 Ohio St.3d 309, 310, 754 N.E.2d 1184 (“DeRolph III”); and DeRolph v. State, 97 Ohio 
St.3d 434, 2002-Ohio-6750(“DeRolph IV”).  Some of the issues addressed in these 




fund public education: (1) provide an adequate amount of resources to educate a child, 
(2) provide the resources in an equitable manner statewide and (3) does this adequate and 
equitable system provide a thorough and efficient education?  Lawsuits questioning state 
systems of funding public education are not unique to Ohio for to date no fewer than 45 
states have encountered lawsuits challenging their systems of funding public education 
(Hirth & Eiler, 2005).  Without a predictable and sustainable system of school funding 
these issues common to these challenges cannot be resolved. 
The importance of fiscal predictability and stability for public school districts is 
evident in the research of Ammar, Duncombe, Jump, and Wright (2005). They define the 
fiscal condition of a school district as the ability to finance educational services to assure 
adequate resources for student performance over the long run without temporary 
disruption of services.  Fiscal predictability and stability are necessary as organizations 
make daily decisions and plan for the future.  There exists much research on the influence 
of fiscal predictability and stability on private and public organizations; however, 
research on the relationships of fiscal predictability and stability with student 
performance as done in this study is limited.   
The unconstitutional system of school funding in Ohio has resulted in school 
districts experiencing unpredictable state support for public K-12 education.  The 
resulting irregular funding creates boom and bust cycles for school districts, especially 
those that depend heavily upon state aid.  Ohio schools during the ten year period of this 
study were funded through a foundation program.  A minimum foundation (per pupil) 
amount was established three different ways over the time period of this study.  From 




General Assembly.  From 2002 until 2006 the Ohio General Assembly determined this 
amount through an inferential method determined by Dr. John Augenblick. From 2005 
through the 2007 a building block method was utilized.  The building block method 
represented a dollar amount for teaching personnel, non-teaching personnel and non-
personnel costs.  The local share of this foundation amount is determined based upon the 
property valuation of the local district.  Every district being charged off the local share of 
the state formula at 23 mills multiplied by the property value  
Salmon & Alexander (1976) describes the ability of school district to generate 
dollars through it property valuation as “fiscal capacity.”  As such, school districts with 
high property valuation (high wealth) have great fiscal capacity and those with small 
property valuation (low wealth) have low fiscal capacity.  Today‟s economic conditions 
have resulted in moderate, if any increase in state aid to school districts across Ohio.  
Sack (2004) discovered, “The gap in school funding between wealthy and poor districts is 
growing in most states, a striking reversal of progress made during better economic 
times” (p 1).  Without fiscal predictability and sustainability, resources for maintaining 
and improving student performance will become scarce, especially in poorer school 
districts.   
In conclusion, considerable research has been completed on the influence of 
district size, district socio-economic status, district locale and district per pupil 
expenditure on student performance; however, limited research can be found on the 
relationships of leadership styles of superintendents and district fiscal conditions 





Statement of the Problem 
 This study examined the relationships that leadership styles of superintendents 
and the fiscal conditions within school districts across Ohio have with district student 
performance. Relationships examined are: (1) The relationships of the leadership styles of 
superintendents with district student performance; (2) The relationships of the fiscal 
conditions (predictability and sustainability) of the school district with district student 
performance; and (3) If found to exist, the combined relationships of the leadership styles 
of superintendents and the fiscal conditions (predictability and sustainability) of school 
districts with district student performance.  
The leadership styles utilized within this study are based upon the foundation of 
Bolman and Deal‟s (2003) cognitive frames (structural, human resource, political, and 
symbolic) to understand organizational behaviors and governance patterns.  
Research Questions 
This research investigated the relationships of leadership styles, district fiscal 
condition, superintendents‟ gender, district size (ADM), district socio-economic status, 
district locale and district per pupil expenditure with district student performance. 
 The study invited qualifying superintendents from the 614 public school districts 
across Ohio to participate.   
 The study sought to answer the following five research questions: 
Question 1:  What are the leadership styles (as measured by the four frames) of the 
superintendents across Ohio? 
Question 2:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 




status, locale, per pupil expenditures, district fiscal condition - sustainability and district 
fiscal condition - predictability with superintendents‟ leadership styles? 
Question 3:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 
combined relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district size, district socio-economic 
status, locale, per pupil expenditures, leadership style and district fiscal condition - 
predictability with the district fiscal condition - sustainability? 
Question 4:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 
combined relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district size, district socio-economic 
status, locale, per pupil expenditures and district fiscal condition - sustainability with the 
district fiscal condition - predictability? 
Question 5:   In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual 
and combined relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district-level fiscal condition - 
sustainability, district-level fiscal condition – predictability, and superintendents‟ 
leadership style with district student performance? 
Definition of Terms 
The terms mentioned here in brief will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2. 
District Student Performance 
 Information from the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) will provide the 
necessary data for the dependent variable district student performance. Every school 
district across Ohio receives a Performance Index (PI).  This value is an indicator of the 
performance of students from a district compared to districts statewide. 
 The Performance Index (PI) is a calculation that measures Ohio Achievement Tests 

















(OGT) grade levels based upon the number of students at each performance level. The PI 
is calculated by assigning a weighted score to each performance level using the 
Performance Index Calculation detailed in Appendix A.  
For analysis purposes, the Performance Index school districts receive will be 
placed on a continuum from the lowest to highest. 
The Four Leadership Frames 
According to Bolman and Deal (2003), organizations function from the four 
perspectives or four frames: the structural, the human resource, the political, and the 
symbolic.  Accordingly, leadership styles reflect these frames.  Successful leaders must 
be able to reframe their leadership styles to be successful.  Leadership styles are based 
upon the core beliefs of these frames.  
The structural frame.  Leaders who follow the structural frame have a belief in 
rationality and a faith that the right formal arrangements minimize problems and 
maximize performance. The structural leader champions a pattern of (well-thought-out) 
roles and relationships (Bolman & Deal, 2003).   
The human resource frame.  Leaders using this frame believe organizations 
exist to serve human needs rather than the reverse.  People and organizations need each 
other and a good fit benefits both.  Organizations operating from the human resource 
frame promote openness, participation, empowerment, and view members as the primary 
resource (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  
The political frame. Leaders within organizations that operate from the political 
frame view the organization as living, screaming political arenas that host a complex web 




values, beliefs, information, interests, perceptions of reality, arenas of conflict and 
acknowledgement of competition for scarce resources. Leaders operating within this 
frame would spend much of their time networking, creating coalitions, building a power 
base, and negotiating compromises (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  
The symbolic frame. Leaders operating from this frame understand life within 
the organization is viewed as more serendipitous than linear, “Culture is the glue that 
holds an organization together and unites people around shared values and beliefs” 
(Bolman & Deal, 2003, p 243).  The leader operating with this frame understands the 
importance of myth, rituals, ceremonies, stories, and other symbolic activities. 
Leadership Orientation Styles 
 The no-frame orientation leadership style.   The superintendent who does not 
implement any of the frame orientations is assumed to demonstrate a leadership style 
with none of the four frames discussed above (Bolman & Deal, 1992, 2003). 
The single-frame orientation leadership style. The superintendent who utilizes 
one of the frames discussed is said to operate from a single-frame style (Bolman & Deal, 
1992, 2003).   
The paired-frame orientation leadership style. The superintendent who 
operates from within two of the frames discussed champions a paired-framed style 
(Bolman & Deal, 1992, 2003). 
The multiple-frame orientation leadership style. The multiple-frame 
orientation leadership style would indicate the superintendent is utilizing three or more of 




For analysis purposes the leadership styles of the superintendents are placed on 
the following scale: 0 representing the no leadership frame orientation leadership style; 1 
representing the single-frame orientation leadership style; 2 representing the paired-frame 
orientation leadership style; and 3 representing the multiple-frame orientation leadership 
style. 
School District Fiscal Conditions   
Sustainability. The sustainability variable of the school district fiscal conditions 
is determined through information of the school district‟s average per pupil expenditure 
provided by ODE.  The annual average per pupil expenditure, (%) increase/decrease, is 
calculated for the school districts in Ohio over the past five biennium funding cycles 
(1997-2007).   
This data can be found placed on a continuum from lowest to highest for analysis 
purposes.   
Predictability. The predictability variable of the school district fiscal conditions 
will be determined through information about the state share of funding to school districts 
provided by ODE. The annual average in state share of funding for school districts will 
be calculated over the same time period (1997 – 2007) as the predictability variable.   
For analysis, this annual average in state share of funding will be placed on a 
continuum from lowest to highest. 
Control Variables 
School size. The school size variable will be determined through the school 
district‟s Average Daily Membership (ADM) information received from ODE that the 




For analysis, district‟s Average Daily Membership (ADM) will be placed on a 
continuum from lowest to highest.   
Socio-economic status. Socio-economic status data will be measured by 
information received from ODE data reflecting the district percentage of students 
receiving federally subsidized free or reduced lunch. 
These actual percentages will placed on a continuum for analysis purpose from 
the lowest percentage of students qualifying to the highest. 
Locale. Information from the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) 
will provide the necessary data for the locale.  The 614 school districts across Ohio are 
classified as: city large, city mid-sized, city small, suburb large, suburb mid-size, suburb 
small, town fringe, town distant, town remote, rural fringe, rural distant, and rural remote 
as classified by the most recent NCES locale codes.   
For analysis purposes, districts classified by NCES as city large, city mid-sized, 
and city small will be given a value of 1 and classified as urban.  Districts classified as 
suburb large, suburb mid-size, suburb small by NCES will be classified as suburban 
given a value of 2. Districts classified as town fringe, town distant, town remote, rural 
fringe, rural distant and rural remote by NCES will be classified as rural and receive a 
value of 3. 
Per pupil expenditure. Per pupil expenditure, FY 2007 (actual dollars spent) for 
each of the 614 public school districts will be provided through information from ODE.   






Significance of Study 
This completed study investigated the relationships of leadership styles of 
superintendents, superintendents‟ gender, the fiscal conditions and other selected control 
variables in school districts across Ohio with district student performance. This study 
replicated other studies that have investigated the relationships of superintendents‟ 
gender, district size, socio-economic status, locale and per pupil expenditure with student 
district performance while focusing on the relationships of the leadership styles of the 
superintendent and the fiscal conditions (sustainability and predictability) of the school 
district.   
If not the first, this investigation should prove to be one of very few studies that 
measure the relationships of leadership styles of superintendents and fiscal conditions 
(predictability and stability) with students‟ performance.  If the fiscal conditions have a 
strong relationship with student performance, the relationships of leadership style 
becomes of greater importance to researchers, practitioners, policymakers and 
administrator training programs. 
 There has been a significant amount of research on the relationships of principals‟ 
leadership and the actions of the superintendent with district student performance.   Few 
if any studies have been completed investigating the relationships of the leadership styles 
of superintendents with district student performance.  
 This study may provide information that erodes the notion of the lack of linkage 
between the leadership of the superintendent and student performance.  This study may 
well lead us to identify what it is that the superintendent is actually doing that affects 




 There has been a significant amount of research on the relationships of various 
fiscal conditions on district students‟ performance and on the importance of predictable 
and sustainable fiscal conditions within private organizations, but little or no research has 
been completed investigating the relationships of predictability and sustainability of 
school district fiscal conditions with district student performance. 
 The results of this study will provide practicing administrators (superintendents) a 
better understanding of the relationships between leadership styles and fiscal conditions 
with student performance.  The findings of this study will provide administrators 
(superintendents) with information to examine their own personal leadership style and the 
fiscal conditions within their school districts, enabling them to achieve maximum district 
student performance. 
 The findings within this study will provide necessary information to the 
administrator training programs, providing insight into the affects of leadership styles and 
fiscal conditions on student performance that is rarely if at all mentioned in these 
programs.  Today‟s state and federal accountability systems require schools to maximize 
their students‟ performance; this study will provide another lens to be used to investigate 
how best to maximize student performance. 
 Policymakers will be able to use information gathered in this study in several 
ways. Individuals who are responsible for writing policy to maximize student 
performance will find the information gained valuable in guiding them in their 
discussions of the resources necessary to maximize student performance.  Individuals 
writing policy on school funding would find the information on the relationships of the 




Information gained from this study would be beneficial to these individuals as they create 
policy addressing the issues common to lawsuits nationwide challenging the states‟ 
systems of school funding.  The private and public organizations that provide 
superintendent search services nationally and locally could use the findings within this 
study to better match a candidate‟s leadership style with the fiscal conditions of the 
district to maximize district student performance.  There are several reasons to employ a 
superintendent and the findings of this study provide another lens to be utilized by school 
boards of education in selecting the best candidate for their school system.  
 Results of prior studies reporting on the relationships of the control variables 
utilized in this study: district size, socio-economic status, locale and per pupil expenditure 
on district student performance vary considerably.  Studies such as this one are necessary 
to reinforce and give validity to those studies yielding similar results. 
This study will provide information for professional practitioners whose actions 
are driven by the latest research and the knowledge of best practices that strengthen the 
links between research, policy, and practice.  Today‟s state and federal accountability 
requires practitioners to be aware of the findings of this study and similar projects. 
Limitations of the Study 
 Limitations of this study are the result of the individuals who participate in the 
study, those individuals who translated the results, and those who are inherent to research 
of this type.   
How participating superintendents view themselves may construe their leadership 
styles limiting the accuracy of the research. That is, their different experiences, academic 




surveys they complete.  Hopefully, the superintendents of Ohio will see value to this 
study and took the time to complete the survey properly and in a timely fashion. 
Research of this type may have findings that are not addressed as the result of the 
researcher‟s background and experiences.   
 Limitations inherent to research of this type can occur as the result of the 
construction of the variables that represent data over a short period of time.  A sudden 
increase or decrease in variables constructed over a short period of time may result in the 
construing of the data.  Variables in this research that reflect data over a short period of 
time (one year) include: a) Performance Index (PI), b) district size (ADM), c) locale and 
d) socio-economic status.   The variable fiscal conditions (predictability and stability) 
were constructed from a ten year average and this data would be less likely to construe 
the results. 
 Lastly, this study is limited to quantitative data, and while the results presented 
will be an interpretation of this data, qualitative research studies often result in a deeper 
understanding of why these results occurred.   
Summary 
 Effective school districts have effective leadership!  Effective leaders are able to 
navigate the fiscal conditions of their district.  Theory indicates that leaders who are able 
to utilize a greater number of perspectives or frames are better  able to gather complete 
information to assess situations and organizations to make clear judgments and take 
effective actions.  This study examined the relationships of the leadership style of the 
superintendent and the fiscal funding conditions of school districts across Ohio with 




Department of Education and the use of Bolman and Deal‟s (2003) four-frame leadership 
model and leadership styles, this study explored the relationships between these 
variables. 
This chapter briefly introduced the plan to study the relationships of the 
leadership styles of superintendents and fiscal conditions with district student 
performance across Ohio. Chapter 1 has outlined and developed the statement of the 
problem, presented the research questions to be answered, described the significance and 
limitations of the study, and provided a summary.  
 In the remaining paper: Chapter 2 will provide a detailed literature review related 
to the study variables: leadership frames and styles, superintendent leadership, school 
funding (fiscal conditions), district size, district socio-economic status, district locale and 
district per pupil expenditure. Chapter 3 will describe the methodology utilized in this 
study and contains six sections: the research design, the population/participants, 
instrumentations, the procedure, the data analysis, confidentiality and anonymity along 
with a brief summary. Chapter 4 will present the results of the study and Chapter 5 will 
















 This chapter reviews major literature related to leadership styles, superintendent 
leadership, fiscal conditions of school districts and their relationships with district student 
performance.  The review will also include literature describing the relationships of the 
control variables: school size, socio-economic status, locale, and per pupil expenditure 
with student performance, but not to the extent of the others.   
Leadership Styles 
 
Organizations are very complex and cannot be viewed through a single frame or 
perspective by leadership.   Research indicates that the leader who is able to operate from 
the greatest number of perspectives or frames is found to be most effective (Turley, 
2002).  Effective leaders in complex organizations must understand their strengths and 
work to expand them, for without this vision error and self-isolation may occur. In 
summary, each frame is unique and is characterized by different beliefs and assumptions 
that are helpful in different circumstances for the effective leader. Table 1 illustrates an 
overview of the Bolman and Deal‟s four-framed model theory that will be utilized in this 
study to determine the leadership style of the participants (see Table 1). 
Table 1 
Overview of the Four Frame Model. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Frame                       Structural Human Resource Political Symbolic                                            
 
Metaphor  Factory or Family   Jungle  Carnival 
for Organization  machine       temple, theater 
 
Central Concepts  Rules, roles Needs, skills,  Power,  culture, 
   Goals, policies relationships  conflict,  meaning, 
   technology,    competition, ritual, 
   environment    organizational ceremony, 





Table 1 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Frame                        Structural Human Resource Political Symbolic                                            
 
Image of  Social  Empowerment  Advocacy Inspiration 
Leadership  architecture  
 
Basic    Attune  Align   Develop  Create faith, 
leadership  structure to organizational  agenda and beauty, 
challenge  task,   and human  power base meaning 
   technology, needs  
   environment  
________________________________________________________________________ 
Bolman and Deal (2003, p 16) 
 
 Research over the past twenty years indicates frame preference does influence 
leadership effectiveness.  Bolman and Deal‟s (2003) and Bolman and Granell‟s (1999) 
research have found that the use of multiple frames was a consistent correlate of effective 
leadership.  Bolman and Deal‟s studies found that individuals who employ three or more 
frames are perceived as being more effective leaders than those who consistently use less 
than three frames (Bolman & Deal, 1991, 2003).  Bensimon, Newumann, and Birnbaum 
(1989) study reported a correlation between college presidents‟ increased years of 
experience and the leadership strategies becoming more refined and multi-framed.   
 Bolman and Deal‟s concepts of leadership frames and styles have been widely 
utilized in many research studies, including dissertation works.  Studies of qualitative and 
quantitative methodologies continue to use the styles/frames as a foundation for research. 
Bolman and Deals leadership concepts have been the premise for research investigating 
whole organizations as well as the style(s) of leadership.  
       Research by Bolman and Deal (1992) established that individual or combined 
frames were directly correlated with the effectiveness of leaders and that certain frame 




effectiveness of the leader is correlated to the number of frames used.  The perception of 
the leader using three or more frames is more effective than those who utilized less than 
three. The leader who is able to use multiple frames to reframe the situation is best able to 
analyze the case from several viewpoints and is therefore better able to develop a more 
holistic approach.   
 Studies of school administrators found that leaders oriented to the human resource 
frame are the most predominant (Davis, 1996; Durocher, 1995; Rivers, 1996).  In a 1992 
study of principals from Singapore and Florida, Bolman and Deal found that American 
principals used primarily the human resource frame and secondarily the structural frame. 
Ulmer (2002) found that principal leadership practices in context of state assessment 
were primarily oriented to the symbolic frame and the structural frame while that of the 
political frame was utilized the least. In a study using a sample of managers in business 
and education, Bolman and Deal (1991) found that these leaders were similar in that the 
images most often utilized were oriented to the structural and the human resource frame.  
In Cantu‟s (1997) study of academic deans from 426 public American universities, the 
human resource frame was the preferred orientation of these leaders followed by the 
structural, the political, and the symbolic frames. The human resource frame was the 
prominent orientation in other studies of higher education administrators, as well 
(Borden, 2000; Miller, 1998; Mosser, 2000; Small, 2002; Turley, 2002).   Stankus (2007) 
reported in studies of the leadership patterns of college presidents, senior administrators 
in higher education, department chairs, and school district and medical facilities 
administrators, the leader‟s use of more than two was rarely found.  Mathis (1999) 




26% used all frames.  Chang (2004) in his research of the leadership orientation of 
college of education department chairs found similar results reporting 56.8% used no 
frame, 14.8% utilized one frame, 13.6% utilized paired frames and 12.5% used the multi-
frame orientation. 
 Research reinforces the belief that leaders operating from a multi-frame 
leadership orientation perspective are able to view situations as they arise from a holistic 
approach. However, research indicates that neither the leaders nor their subordinates 
perceive the overall leadership orientation of the leaders to be multiple-framed (Stankus, 
2007).   
Bolman and Deal’s Four-Frame Model 
 
 Bolman and Deal‟s four-frame model has been utilized since the early 1990s.  The 
four-frame leadership model was synthesized through a variety of earlier organizational 
theories. Bolman and Deal‟s comprehensive theory was created using many of the 
thoughts and principles of these earlier theories. It is through these frames or lenses that 
Bolman and Deal refer to multiple perspectives to view organizations. It is through these 
frames or lenses that an organization or leader may look within and evaluate the whole. 
The four identified frames include: the structural frame, the human resource frame, the 
symbolic frame and the political frame.  Each frame represents a specific perspective that 
exhibits its own assumptions and behaviors.  
The leader who reflects the characteristics of the structural frame views the world 
as an orderly state with formal rules and procedures. The leader who utilizes the human 
resource frame believes that the success or failure of the organization is dependent upon 




perspective of the political frame believes that for the organization to be successful it 
must accept there will be conflict. Alliances must be built and one must do whatever is 
necessary to ascertain needed resources. The leader who reflects the perspectives of the 
symbolic frame embellishes the tradition, culture and the many rituals and symbols 
within the organization.  Leaders may operate from within none of these frames, a single 
frame, paired-frames or multi-frames (Bolman & Deal, 2003). 
The structural frame. The structural framed leader emphasizes goals and 
efficiency, formal roles and relationships, creates rules, procedures and hierarchies 
(Bolman & Deal, 2003, 2006). These beliefs are founded in behavior theory by including 
the characteristics of task or initiating structure through directing and clarifying 
subordinates‟ roles, problem solving, and criticizing poor work. Structural leadership 
supports (well-thought-out) roles and relationships, emphasizing data analysis. The 
structural leader‟s focus is to assure the bottom line, set clear directions, hold people 
accountable for results, and attempt to solve organizational problems with new policies 
and rules or through restructuring. 
Bolman and Deal (2003) based the structural frame on the following assumptions: 
 1. Organizations exist to achieve established goals and objectives. 
 2. Organizations increase efficiency and enhance performance through a clear 
 division of labor. 
 3. Appropriate forms of coordination and control ensure that diverse efforts of 
 individuals and units mesh. 
 4. Organizations work best when rationality prevails over personal preferences 
 and extraneous pressures. 
 5. Structures must be designed to fit the organizations‟ circumstances, including 
 their goals, technology, workforce, and environment. 
 6. Problems and performance gaps arise from structural deficiencies and can be 





 The structural view has two main intellectual roots:  The works of industrial 
analysts such as Fredrick Taylor, bent on designing organizations for maximum 
efficiency and the works of sociologist Max Weber, advocating that “patriarchal 
organizations” provide maximum efficiency.   
Through Taylor‟s theory of scientific management it was believed productivity 
could be increased through a specialization of labor.  Advocates of Taylor believed 
breaking down larger tasks into smaller specialized ones could attain greater efficiency.  
The structural leader exhibits characteristics that best maximize the productivity 
and efficiency of their organizations through a definitive structure. They will assign 
responsibilities to subordinates, develop policies and plans, and create procedures and 
hierarchies to coordinate activities. Clarity of organizational goals and responsibilities for 
the subordinates is of the utmost importance.  According to Bolman and Deal (2003), this 
leader succeeds not because of their ability to inspire, but because they have the right 
design for the times and are able to get their structural changes implemented (p. 352). 
Effective leaders of this orientation share several characteristics: they do their homework, 
rethink the relationship between structure, strategy and environment, focus on 
implementation, experiment, evaluate, and adapt (Bolman & Deal, 2003). 
The human resource frame.  Characteristics of leadership oriented to the human 
resource frame are based upon studies from psychology and organizational behavior.  
The early works of Frederick Herzbergs‟ open system organizations, George Homans‟ 
work within Western Electric and other organizations found many of the beliefs the 
human resource frame reflects. Organizations were structured to emphasize employee 




relations acknowledged that there exists an informal organization as well as the formal 
organization within the whole group.  
 It postulates that people with needs, feelings, and prejudices inhabit organizations. This 
leader emphasizes the importance of people and relationships.  Human resource leaders 
are passionate about “productivity through people” (Peters & Waterman, 1982).  
Bolman and Deal (2003) base the human resource frame on the following assumptions: 
 
 1. Organizations exist to serve human needs rather than the reverse. 
 2. People and organizations need each other. Organizations need ideas, energy 
 and talent; people need careers, salaries and opportunities. 
 3. When the fit between the individual and the system is poor, one or both suffer. 
 Individuals will be exploited or will exploit the organization, or both will become 
 victims. 
 4. A good fit benefit both.  Individuals find meaningful and satisfying work and 
 organizations get the talent and energy they need to succeed (p 115). 
 
These leaders use a variety of strategies to be successful.  They utilize such 
strategies to involve employees and strengthen the bond between individual and 
organization.  Successful human resource leaders assist the people in fitting into the 
organization because flexibility is required to meet the needs of the individuals serving 
the organization.  Success typically requires a comprehensive strategy supported by a 
long-term human resource management philosophy (Bolman & Deal, 2003). 
The political frame.  The leader who advocates the political frame views 
organizations as living, screaming, political arenas that host a complex web of individual 
and group interests (Bolman & Deal, 2003).   This leader believes that managers and 
leaders live in a world of conflict and scarce resources.  Bolman and Deal (2003) present 
five propositions to summarize this perspective: 
 1. Organizations are coalitions of diverse individuals and interest groups. 
 2. There are enduring differences that exist among coalition members in values, 




 3. Most important decisions involve allocating scarce resources – who gets what. 
 4. Scarce resources and enduring differences make conflict central to 
 organizational dynamics and underline power as the most important asset. 
 5. Goals and decisions emerge from bargaining, negotiation, and jockeying for 
 position among competing stakeholders (p186). 
 
This leader understands the competition for resources and is willing to do 
whatever is necessary to assure the success of the organization. Roots for the political 
frame can be found in early closed system organizational theory. Early work in the study 
of organizations not only stressed structure, but also reinforced the concept of 
organizations as a bureaucracy. When viewing organizations as bureaucratic, one looks 
for the presence and the strength of the characteristics of a bureaucratic organization as 
presented in Max Weber's work.  “A number of social scientists (Balridge, 1971; French 
& Raven, 1959; Kanter, 1977; Pfeffer, 1981, 1992; Russ, 1994) have tried to identify the 
various wellsprings of power” (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p 194).  These traits that are 
investigated and analyzed include: a division of labor (specialization): impersonal 
orientation; hierarchy of authority; rules and regulations (policies); and career 
orientations.  The leader who espouses the political frame understand the landscape and 
will use the interplay of interests and agendas among different individuals and groups as 
a constructive vehicle for achieving organizational goals, for building allies and 
networks.  This leader welcomes battle and competition and is willing to use persuasion, 
negotiation, coercion and compromise to gain control. 
The symbolic frame.  The leader oriented to the symbolic frame believes that 
organizations are held together by shared values and culture instead of goals and policies.  
Culture is often defined as the way we do things around here, both a product and a 




to the work of leadership.  “The frame forms a conceptual umbrella for ideas from a 
variety of disciplines, including organizational theory, sociology (Selznick, 1957; 
Blumer, 1969; Clark, 1975; Corwin, 1976; March & Olsen, 1976; Meyer & Rowan, 
1978; Weick, 1976; Davis and others, 1976; Hofstede, 1984) and political science 
(Dittmer, 1977; Edelman, 1971)” (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p 242).  Symbols express an 
organization‟s culture, the interwoven pattern of beliefs, values, practices and artifacts 
that define for members who they are and how they are to do things.  This leader 
perceives the organization as a tribe, theater, carnival or culture propelled more by rituals, 
ceremonies, stories, heroes, and myths than by rules, policies and managerial authority.  
They look beyond the surface to seek new opportunities.  Their focus is not merely on 
team building, but the creation of a community of believers joined by shared faith and 
culture.   
Superintendent Leadership 
 
 Almost since the first school was created there has been ongoing research 
focusing on effective schools and leadership.  Modern day effective schools research, 
1960s to present day, has included three generations of meta-analytic studies.  From these 
three generations of effective schools research there has been created “effective school 
correlates” (Waters & Marzano, 2006).  These correlates were found to be consistent 
even when accounting for student background and socio-economic status. 
 The first generation of studies found these correlations included practices such as: 
safe and orderly environment, strong instructional leaders, high expectations for student 
achievement, clear and focused mission, and time on task.  Leaderships‟ influence on 




the leadership of the principal influenced many of these correlates, the investigations of 
this first generation studies did not go beyond the classroom setting.  
 In the second generation of effective schools research, investigators continued to 
examine the relationships between classroom practices, school practices and student 
achievement.  “In this generation researchers were able to more explicitly describe 
effective practices and compute the effective sizes, or strength of relationship, between 
specific practices and student achievement” (Waters & Marzano, 2006, p 5).  This 
generation provided not only more quantitative data for analysis, but looked at schools 
and their effect on student achievement beyond the classroom setting.  
 “Third generation of effective schools research translates well-defined, effective 
classroom, school, and leadership practices into specific actions and behaviors” (Waters 
& Marzano, 2006, p5).  This generation of research that focuses on the building level 
leadership concluded that: (1) principal leadership does have an effect on average student 
achievement; (2) specific leadership responsibilities correlates to student achievement; 
(3) there are specific practices of principals for fulfilling leadership responsibilities; and 
(4) certain behaviors of the principal leadership does have a positive effect on student 
achievement.  This third generation of research did not only go beyond the influence of 
leadership at the building level, but did begin investigating the influence of the leadership 
outside the classroom. 
 There is now a fourth generation of effective schools research that has gone 
beyond the building level and investigates the influence of leadership by the 
superintendent and central office administrators on student achievement.  One such study 




While this fourth generation does support the assertion that not all superintendent 
behaviors produce a positive impact on student achievement, the findings do indicate that 
when district leaders effectively address specific responsibilities, they can have a 
profound and positive impact (Waters & Marzano, 2006).  These findings are contrary to 
past Secretary of Education William Bennett‟s reference to the “blob” of education, that 
“he argued, is made up of people in the education system who work outside the 
classroom, soaking up resources and resisting reform without contributing to student 
achievements” (Education Week, March 2, 1987). 
 In their fourth generation of effective schools research, a meta-analysis study, 
Waters and Marzano (2006) concluded: 1) there exists a correlation between district 
leadership and student achievement; 2) the leadership‟s responsibilities: a. goal setting 
process; b. non-negotiable goals for achievement and instruction; c. board of education 
alignment with and support of goals; d. monitoring of the goals for achievement and 
instruction; and e. the use of resources to support the goals for achievement and 
instruction were found to be significantly correlated to student achievement; 3) the 
practice of site-based management was not significantly correlated to student 
achievement; and 4) the longevity of the superintendent has a positive effect on the 
average academic achievement of students in the district. In sum, the longer the 
superintendent remains in the district, the more likely he will be able to implement 
inclusive goal-setting processes that result in board adopted “non-negotiable” goals for 
achievement and instruction. He who assures that schools align their use of district 
resources for professional development with district goals and who monitors and 




high levels of achievement. This impact of leadership was found through the correlation 
of district level leadership with student achievement. The range of this effect was found 
to be large.  A variance Waters and Marzano termed the “differential impact” of 
leadership. 
In “Primacy of Superintendent Leadership” (2007), Waters and Marzano 
concluded that superintendents who embellished beliefs, that for change and 
improvement to be substantial and sustainable it must be systemic, had a positive 
influence on student achievement. When these beliefs are shared by all the stakeholders, 
individuals take on responsibilities district-wide.  In these districts student achievement 
was found to be significantly higher than in districts where the superintendent espoused 
the belief that goals for students achievement need to aggregate up from individual 
schools. It was found, in districts where professional development builds knowledge and 
skills, that requires teachers and principals to implement the district-wide instructional 
program, where ongoing assessments using formative and observational adjustments 
were implemented, increasing student achievement occurs. 
In “Leadership that Sparks Learning” (2006) Waters, Marzano and McNulty 
concluded that, effective school leadership can substantially boost student achievement.   
This finding was based on an analysis of 5000 studies that purported to examine the 
effect of leadership on student achievement.  The authors designate between first-order 
and second-order change for student achievement.  First-order changes build on past and 
existing models where second-order changes dramatically break with the past and 




leader addresses their goals for instruction and achievement, first-order change verses 
second-order change, is statistically correlated to higher student achievement. 
In summary, literature on leadership has evolved from three to four generations of 
effective schools research.  The research has evolved from focusing on the influence of 
leadership at the classroom teacher level to that of the superintendent and central office 
staff.  The most recent research focuses on the leadership influence of the central office 
staff and the superintendent and indicates a positive effect on student achievement.  
School Funding 
 One can find three issues common to school funding research and school finance 
litigation. Does the system a state utilizes for the funding of public education: (1) provide 
an adequate amount of resources to educate a child; (2) provide the resources in an 
equitable manner statewide; and (3) does this adequate and equitable system provide a 
thorough and efficient education?   
 Pan et al (2004) found that one size does not fit all.  The resources necessary to 
provide an adequate education to all children are not the same.  Baker (2005) reviewed 
empirical methods of measuring adequacy.  It is his belief that if more studies of this type 
were done nationwide, insights to provide more appropriate adequacy levels could be 
established.  He contended that studies such as his that are used to identify current 
policies that shape education adequacy are necessary.  We must understand that all 
children can learn, but all children do not learn the same way.  He addressed steps that 
state legislatures can take to provide adequacy with the understanding of the additional 
costs associated with different children under different socio-economic and cultural 




Greene and Trivitt (2008) investigated the effects of the rulings of judges dealing 
with school finance on student achievement.  The results found were similar to the effects 
of legislative decisions on these matters.  There appears to be no effect that may indicate 
judges and legislators are specialists in reforming school finance issues.  This is not 
surprising, for as Greene and Trivitt (2008) state, “Education reform, on the other hand, 
involves complicated technical questions – something for which judges and judicial 
procedures are not particularly well suited” (p 226). 
Ammar et al (2005) define the fiscal condition of a school district as the ability to 
finance educational services to assure adequate resources for student performance over 
the long run without temporary disruption of services.  The purpose of their research was 
to identify financial condition indicators to provide a warning system for school 
administrators of future poor fiscal conditions.  They argue future poor fiscal conditions 
can be avoided through good fiscal predictability and stability practices.  They also state, 
“During economic downturns aid-dependent districts can be faced with large losses of 
state revenue or property tax increases” (p 239).  This experience has been too common 
to districts across Ohio through the experience of the boom and bust funding cycles of the 
present unconstitutional funding system.   Ammar et al (2005) case study stressed the 
importance of predictability and stability of school funding, especially among low 
poverty, high state aid districts.   
       Roza and Miles (2002) found that present day reform movements to fix school 
funding problems often focused on equalization of revenues and expenditures statewide.  
Few modern day reforms address the discrepancies in expenditures locally and statewide.  




with similar characteristics receive equal resources (horizontal spending practices)?  And 
do students with dissimilar characteristics receive appropriately dissimilar resources 
(vertical spending patterns)?  This analysis discovers deep inequities horizontally and 
vertically when focusing on equalizing revenues and expenditures.  Many of the 
resources available found their way to the more favorable schools.  All was not equal. 
      Hirth and Eiler (2005) also completed a study examining the horizontal and 
vertical equity of general fund distribution formulas.  It is through those formulas that 
adequate and equitable tests were applied.  They also found great inequities in these 
systems.  
 Roza and Miles (2002) found that in school litigation cases, lawyers argue that 
disparities resulting from expenditure differences violate state guarantees to equal access 
to a quality education.  In reality, as Card and Payne (2002) state, they “similarly found 
that when school finance systems are struck down by courts, the variation in per pupil 
spending within states is reduced” (p 228).  While many of the issues of litigation 
surround tests of equity and adequacy and fixes to these issues surface soon after courts 
make decisions in favor of school districts, we continue to struggle in determining what is 
thorough and efficient.  
 Reschovsky and Imazdki (2000) in their study of the approaches to the funding of 
state public education noted that some of the approaches addressed factors affecting 
discrepancies in expenditures outside of local control.  Factors they identified included: 
some districts are forced to offer higher salaries to attract and retain qualified teachers, 




districts must hire more teachers and spend more on non-teacher related resources to 
provide their students with an adequate education.  
       Fowler and Monk (2001) found that unless approaches to fund public education 
recognize that geographic and quality of education results in a difference in expenditure 
costs; locally, regionally, and across the state, systems cannot be equitable.  In their 
study, they found that within large individual districts, discrepancies in expenditures 
could be large between schools.  An example they presented is that often the more 
experienced and qualified teachers (higher paid) migrate to more favorable schools 
within districts or to other districts statewide, creating large inequities.    
 Greene (2005) assessed the impact of real resource allocations decisions on 
student outcomes.  Those are the personnel and material resources to increase student 
learning.  The study used the production function approach with generally accepted 
multiple regression and correlative techniques.  From this study, it is recognized that real 
resources make a difference in student outcomes. Not all students have access to the same 
resources.  This study identifies some of the specific factors that contribute to 
discrepancies in expenditures.  
 Roza and Miles (2002) identified large discrepancies in expenditures in high 
poverty, low achieving schools.  They identified these as schools where it was difficult to 
recruit and retain highly qualified staff.  Teachers would tend to leave these areas to more 
desirable ones.  DeAngelis and Presley (2007) found in a study of teachers leaving the 
profession that teacher attrition across the state of Illinois was relatively the same 
regardless of school types.  Often academically strong teachers recruited to disadvantaged 




 It may be argued that the challenges that face schools today are greater than any 
time in history and the fact that student achievement has remained unchanged is actually 
an accomplishment.  Green and Trivitt (2008) state in their findings, “… we find no 
evidence to suggest that student learning improves as the result of court-ordered changes 
in the school finance system” (p 226).  “Today, school finance analysts must understand 
how effective educational systems operate” (Odden, 2001, p 90). 
 Simply finding enough money to adequately fund the system of public education 
within a state does not solve the school finance problem.  An equally difficult challenge 
is structuring a finance system to support research-based resource allocation strategies 
(Odden & Picus, 2007, p 4). 
School Size 
 Current research appears to be quite mixed on the effect of school size regarding 
student performance.  It would appear that smaller schools better serve rural communities 
and students from lower socio-economic status, while larger schools may better serve the 
more affluent students.  Interesting to note in the literature is that larger schools today are 
experiencing greater student achievement through the formation of schools within the 
schools, or smaller learning communities. 
 Howley et al (1989) found that little if any challenges were made questioning the 
effectiveness of larger schools until the 1960s.  Prior to the publication of Big School, 
Small School: High School Size and Student Behavior by Roger Barker and Paul Gump 
and research findings that questioned the effectiveness of the larger schools school size, 
the influence of school size had not been questioned.  Howley found that students felt 




schools.  The foundation built upon the ideas that larger schools could offer a more 
rigorous, wider and better curriculum for less money and better serve the needs of the 
students was no longer assumed. 
 Barker (1986) concluded from the research that school size by itself is not the sole 
determining factor for students‟ achievement, but concluded a student-centered focus was 
found to be the inherent characteristic to student achievement.  Barker (1986) indicated 
that smaller schools had greater involvement by the community, parents and students, 
creating a greater feeling of belonging and leading to greater student achievement.  
Huang and Howley (1993) also determined that students from lower socio-economic 
areas had greater achievement in the smaller schools where relationships between all the 
stakeholders were closer.  Howley (1994) concluded that the students from higher socio-
economic status were less likely to be affected by school size, concluding that the most 
effective school size is dependent upon the community it serves. Johnson, Howley and 
Howleys‟ (2002) research indicated the effectiveness of size on student achievement was 
very weak in affluent settings and comparatively strong in impoverished areas.   
The National Office for Research, Measurement and Evaluation Systems 
(NORMES) in The Geographic Academic Policy Series (GAPS) at the University of 
Arkansas found that there is no specific trend between school size and performance 
above or below the state average for either literacy or mathematics across the three years 
of data collection (2003 – 2005). 
Muir (2001) identified three issues associated with school size and student 
achievement: 1) networking between students, parents and teachers; 2) costs associated 




research indicated that schools of smaller size are most beneficial for maximizing student 
achievement. Muir stated seven reasons why small schools work best: 
1. Governance. Teachers are better able to meet and communicate with one another. 
2. Respect. A greater mutual respect exists among students and teachers because of closer 
personal relationships. 
3. Simplicity. Less bureaucracy leads to individualization for both teachers and students. 
4. Safety. Anonymity breeds contempt and anger; in a small school, strangers are easily 
spotted. 
5. Parent Involvement. More natural opportunity can be found to build alliances between 
parents, teachers, and students. 
6. Accountability. A greater level of peer accountability is created, and consequently, 
more concern regarding public character. 
7. Belonging. Every student is known and relationships are stronger (p 43). 
Viadero (2001) found that smaller schools have better attendance rates, lower 
dropout rates, and higher grades.  Howley and Gunns‟ research (2003) maintained that 
superintendents need to sustain small high schools in their districts especially in rural 
settings.   Research on high school size conducted in the past thirty years suggests a need 
for smaller schools (Gregory, 2000). However, despite rising support for smaller schools, 
high schools have continued to grow in size.  Sizer (1996) indicated that this may be the 
result of the multifaceted responsibility high schools serve in their community.  The high 
school is one of the few entities that bring the community together and serves as more 




In summary, the research would indicate that bigger is not necessarily better.  
Most recently, Governor Ted Strickland (Ohio) has commissioned through recent 
legislation a committee to study the benefits of the consolidation of governmental 
entities, including schools.  Governor Strickland, a proponent of public education must 
realize that while research indicates larger schools can deliver a wider curriculum, offer 
more class offerings and produce a lower cost per pupil, larger schools do not guarantee 
higher student achievement.  If anything, the research is clear in that to maximize student 
achievement, the best size of schools needs to be decided by the community it serves. 
Socio-economic Conditions 
 
Current research indicates there are many factors correlated to student 
achievement, but none may be as strong as the socio-economic status of students.  With 
the enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act, there is an increasing concern of the 
effectiveness of schools to educate all children.  “Increasingly, we are recognizing that 
questions with regard to educational equity must focus on the distribution of important 
learning conditions in schools and that equity cannot be addressed in the absence of 
references to educational outcomes disaggregated by student race, gender and economic 
status” (Murphy, 2001, p145). 
      Today research directs attention to variables that are correlated to student 
outcomes through access to educational opportunities.  These variables can be classified 
as alterable variables and unalterable variables.  Alterable variables are those that may be 
manipulated by school personnel, including instructional time or instructional strategies.  
Unalterable are those that are found to help explain student learning but are not subject to 




economic status.  Due to this concern over the distribution of alterable educational 
resources and school processes, a third-generation of equity issues has emerged.  This 
third-generation of equity issues does not propose: (1) fiscally neutral state finance 
systems, or (2) categorical funding programs to offset the higher cost to educate selected 
groups.  Murphy, Hallinger and Lotto (1986) listed the treatment differentials among 
instructional groups and curricular tracts: patterns of discrimination in lower ability 
groups in their research (see Table 2). 
Table 2   
 
Treatment Differentials among Groups and Curricular Tracks:  Patterns of Discrimination 
in Lower Ability Groups 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
INSTRUCTION                           CURRICULUM CONTENT                         
 
receive least prepared teachers  content less academically oriented 
teachers feel less comfortable teaching personal and social goals more important  
teachers are less knowledgeable about    than academic objectives 
  how to teach     blurred academic content 
teachers spend less time preparing  use of “relevant” subject matter 
teachers hold lower performance  lack of clear purpose and focus to class- 
  expectations for themselves     room activities 
more likely to receive instruction from emphasis on therapy rather than learning 
  aides      fewer task-related interchanges between 
negative and inappropriate performance   teachers and students 
  expectations for students   material covered at slower pace 
objectives less like to be explained  lower-level objectives and functional skills 
materials introduced less clearly    emphasized 
less time spent on introductory learning fewer academic courses completed 
  activities     fewer academic standards specified 
less interactive teaching; more worksheets fewer reports and projects assigned 
less teacher clarity in presentations  fewer homework assignments 
more chaotic learning structure  less academic feedback 
greater confusion as to appropriate modes fewer tests given 
  of student participation   little emphasis on skill progression 
fewer work standards provided  less sequenced and integrated work in  








Table 2 (continued) 
______________________________________________________________________ 
INSTRUCTION               CURRICULUM CONTENT___________ 
 
reduced quality of teacher-student   more half-year courses 
  interactions     fewer sequenced and integrated courses 
less teacher enthusiasm and warmth    across years  
      strong behavioral aspect to academic 
TIME        functions  
instruction begins later in the class period less counseling about appropriate course 
more instructional time lost during     work to take 
  transitions       
more time spent with no work assignment  
more time lost due to student interruptions SUCCESS 
more time lost due to teacher interruptions more off-task behavior  
disproportionate amounts of instructional less academic learning time 
  time spent in controlling and managing lower rates of success 
  behavior 
more class time devoted to homework 
more off-task behavior 
instruction ends earlier in the period     
                                                                                     
Source: Murphy, Hallinger, & Lotto (1986), pp. 22-23.  
 
It is argued that wealth, which is an indicator of financial and human capital, can 
affect student achievement and also is a variable that can help explain the gap in test 
scores amongst socio-economic groups. Orr (2003) stated, “While researchers have paid 
extensive attention to socio-economic status as a determinant of achievement, wealth is 
often not included in conceptualizations of this factor” (p 201).  Research has found 
wealth has significant effects on many academic outcomes, including education 
attainment, probability of dropping out, risk of expulsion, risk to hold back as well as 
aspirations.  Orr concluded without considering family wealth, we are overlooking how 
wealth has a positive effect on achievement even when socio-economic status is held 
constant.  Jehlen (2000) reported black children don‟t do as well in school as white 




However, when wealth levels are similar, black students are more likely to graduate than 
whites.  Furthermore Jehlen (2000) found, add parental education to the wealth factor and 
you have an indicator that can predict the probability of educational success.  Greene, 
Huerta and Richards (2007) found, although socio-economic status remains the greatest 
predictor of college aspirations, resource quality as measured by the  percentage of 
faculty with master‟s and doctoral degrees is not far behind. 
Cavanaugh (2007) reported in Poverty‟s Effect on U.S. Scores Greater Than for 
Other Nations, “The exams results are not surprising; given research showing that the 
U.S. system tends to provide under-privileged students with less demanding curricula, 
poorer-quality teachers and few educational resources than their peers in wealthier U.S. 
communities” (p 3).  This is most interesting when compared with other nations whose 
findings are more definite than within the U.S. 
In a case study by Ammar et al (2005) cost factors in education outside of district 
control were identified that include resource prices, proportion of district students living 
in poverty or requiring special services, and student density or sparsity.  These are factors 
that require greater resources to enable students to reach proficient levels of achievement. 
The National Office for Research, Measurement and Evaluation Systems 
(NORMES) in The Geographic Academic Policy Series (GAPS) at the University of 
Arkansas found that for both literacy and mathematics, districts, with more than 67% of 
their students participating in the free and reduced lunch program (FRLP), are more 







Much research has been done studying the relationship between district locale and 
student performance and the findings vary considerably.  With state and federal 
governments acknowledging that rural and metropolitan districts need support to meet the 
achievement levels established by the No Child Left Behind Act, legislatures have 
enacted laws to address the needs of rural and metropolitan locales.  Arnold, Biscoe, 
Farmer, Robertson and Shapley (2007) found, as result of these actions, how the 
government defines locale has implications for education policies and practices. Congress 
has metro-centric locale codes and other criteria to determine eligibility for two of their 
rural achievement program initiatives.  The “Rural School Achievement Program” 
provides initiatives to help rural locales meet Adequate Yearly Progress.  One of the 
major issues in the classification of locales is diversity and change that is occurring 
nationally, regionally and locally (Arnold et al. 2007).  
Campbell and Silver (1999) found that deficits occurred in rural locale that 
included: lack of varied curriculum, lower test scores and higher dropout rates. Roscigno 
and Crowley (2001) concluded students living in rural areas exhibit lower levels of 
educational achievement and have a higher likelihood of dropping out of high school than 
non-rural students.   
More recent research would appear to indicate achievement in rural areas as not 
so problematic.  Howley and Gunn (2003) concluded, “On the basis of nearly 25 years of 
NAEP data, there is little evidence for the claim that rural mathematics achievement is 
deficient” (p 89).  Winters (2003) found in Tennessee, that on three different test 




 It is evident that more research is necessary to investigate the effects of locale on 
student performance. 
Per Pupil Expenditure 
 Research on the relationship between per pupil expenditure and student 
achievement varies considerably.   
 Brorsen and Jacques (2000) found money spent on instruction led to an increase 
in student performance within the state of Oklahoma. They concluded should schools 
spend more money and the goal is to increase student test scores, the money should be 
spent on teachers, teacher supplies and teacher training. A negative effect was found in 
districts that expended dollars to counseling and administrative services.  Spending is 
useful when targeted to instruction. 
 Odden (1994) found, “Yet, while education spending goes up, average student 
achievement does not” (p 104). The trend continues as evident in the research of Greene 
and Trivitt (2003) as they state, “Overall the last three decades student achievement has 
remained essentially unchanged in the United States, but not for a lack of spending” (p 
224). 
 The National Office for Research, Measurement and Evaluation Systems 
(NORMES) in The Geographic Academic Policy Series (GAPS) at the University of 
Arkansas found in 2004, that a larger percentage of students from districts spending more 
than the state average expenditure per pupil were performing lower than the state average 
on test scores in literacy and math than in 2003. Without the availability of 2005 data, 
this finding could not be identified as a trend.  If determined a trend, the argument that 




 Skandera and Sousa (2002) reported between 1970 and 1995, per-pupil 
expenditures increased by more than 75 percent. During that time period, the pupil-
teacher ratio decreased by 25 percent, the percentage of teachers with advanced degrees 
doubled, and median teacher experience nearly doubled. With more teachers in the 
system, and with teacher pay linked to increases in credentials and experience, higher 
per-pupil spending resulted. Furthermore, between the 1969–70 and 1995–96 school 
years, “administration expenditures” increased by more than 80 percent and “other school 
services” accounted for nearly 18 percent of total public education expenditures.  This is 
an increase of almost 200 percent. The American Legislative Exchange Council‟s 
(ALEC) “Report Card on American Education, a State-by-State Analysis 1981– 2003,” 
(2004) concluded:  
 It is clear after studying the data and results that the policies of the past have 
 failed to meet the educational needs of our country‟s children. If we continue to 
 spend more money on the existing educational system in an attempt to buy our 
 way to better student achievement, we will condemn another generation of 
 students to mediocrity (p. 130). 
 The ALEC study showed no correlation between conventional measures of 
educational inputs (such as expenditures per pupil and teacher salaries) and educational 
outputs (such as scores on standardized tests). Simply stated, increased funding does not 








 Chapter 2 has researched literature relative to the variables of this study.  After 
this review, many of the variables of this study have been investigated in the past 
separately or in groupings not similar to those presented in this study. The findings of 
these relationships vary considerably; hence, the necessity to investigate the relationships 























 This research examined the relationships of the leadership styles of 
superintendents and fiscal conditions with district student performance in school districts 
across Ohio.  Control variables utilized in this study include: superintendent gender, 
district size, district socio-economic status, district locale and district expenditure per 
pupil.   This chapter is structured in seven sections: research design, 
population/participants, instrumentation, procedure, data analysis, confidentiality and 
anonymity, and summary. 
Research Design 
 This research investigated the relationships of the study variables: district student 
performance, superintendent leadership styles, district fiscal conditions- sustainability, 
district fiscal condition-predictability, superintendents‟ gender, district size, district 
socio-economic status, district locale and district per pupil expenditure.   To determine 
the relationships of superintendent leadership styles, fiscal conditions, superintendents‟ 
gender, district size, district socio-economic status, district locale, and actual per pupil 
expenditure on district student performance across the state of Ohio, the superintendents‟ 
leadership style was initially identified. Secondly, the fiscal conditions (predictability and 
sustainability) of the respective school districts were calculated.  Lastly, the control 
variables: district size, district socio-economic status, district locale, and district per pupil 
expenditure were determined.     
According to previous research (Bensimon, 1989; Cantu, 1997; Bowen, 2004; 




vary through the individuals‟ utilization of the Bolman and Deal‟s leadership frames. In 
this study, the relationships of the leadership styles of the superintendents and the fiscal 
conditions (predictability and sustainability) of a school district with district student 
performance will be examined. Control variables; district size, district socio-economic 
status, district locale and district per pupil expenditure along with the personal trait 
gender were utilized as covariates.  
 The variables district student performance, fiscal condition-sustainability, fiscal 
condition-predictability, district size, district socio-economic status, and districts per 
pupil expenditure will be placed on continuums for the analysis of this study.  The 
variables leadership style, district locale and gender were categorized.  Where possible 
the use of continuous variables were utilized to provide more information and to not 
reduce variability of the study.   
Population/Participants 
 The population of this study was qualifying superintendents from the 614 public 
schools across Ohio from the 2007-08 school year.  The names and e-mail contacts for 
the superintendents serving the school districts across Ohio during the 2008-09 school 
year were provided by the Buckeye Association of School Administrators (BASA).   
To qualify to be a participant, the 2008–09 school year must represent at a 
minimum, the sixth year of continuous service by the superintendent in their present 
district.  It is the researcher‟s belief that a superintendent needs to be in the school district 
a minimum of five continuous years to be able to have an influence the district student 




serving their district will not meet the requirement of the primary analysis but will be 
utilized in an analysis of an inclusive list. 
Instrumentation 
 The research used the Bolman & Deal‟s: Leadership Orientations: Self instrument 
(Appendix B).  At the completion of the survey instrument, the superintendents were 
requested to list the number of years they have served their present district, the district 
they are serving and their gender.   
The Leadership Orientations (Self) Instrument 
 Introduced in 1990 by Lee Bolman & Terry Deal, two parallel versions of 
leadership orientations instruments, others and self were developed.  These survey 
instruments measure the leaders‟ orientations toward leading through each of the four 
frames. For this study the version of the Bolman & Deal instrument labeled “self” was 
utilized.  The “self” instrument of self-evaluation was completed by the qualifying 
superintendents.  This version consists of three sections. The first section contains rating 
scales and the items were used to determine the frame that the superintendent 
exemplified. Eight items represent each of the four frames of leadership. The items are in 
a consistent frame sequence: structural (item 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, 29), human resource 
(items 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, 30), political (items 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, 31), and 
symbolic (items 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, 32). The second section contains six forced-
choice items. The options under each item are arranged in the same sequence as the first 
section. The last section has two one-item measures: effectiveness as a manager and 
effectiveness as a leader. Respondents used a five-point Likert scale to rate the degree to 




4=Often, and 5=Always).  A superintendent with a mean score on the questions of a 
section equal to or above 4.0 is classified as championing that leadership frame. 
 Research has generally found that the validity of self-rating is generally low 
(Bolman & Deal, 1990).  The validity of the Leadership Orientations (Self) surveys were 
established and reported by authors in an unpublished paper in 1990. With regard to the 
reliability, the statistics for Leadership Orientations on the basis of 1309 colleague ratings 
for a multi-sector sample of managers in business and education reported on Lee 
Bolman‟s web page (http://www.leebolman.com/index.htm), entitled as Potential Users 
of Leadership Orientations Instruments, show that the split-half correlations for four 
frames is beyond 0.8, the Spearman-Brown coefficient, and Buttman (Rulon) coefficient 
exceed 0.9. The Leadership Orientations (Self) survey instrument has been used in 
numerous studies (Bensimon, 1989; Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bowen, 2004; Chang, 2004; 
Crist, 1999; Mathis, 1999; Mosser, 2000; Small, 2002).  Table 3 indicates the Structure of 
the Bolman and Deal Leadership (SELF) Survey (see Table 3). 
Table 3 
 
The Structure of the Bolman & Deal Leadership Orientations (Self) Survey 
                                                                                                                                      
Survey Section and Frame  Reliability  Number of Peers Reliability 
    (Coefficient Alpha) Coefficients Reported     
Section I: 
Structural frame  r = .920   1,309 
Human resource frame  r = .931   1,331 
Political frame   r = .913   1,268 
Symbolic frame   r = .931   1,315 
Section II: 
Structural Frame  r = .841   1,229 
Human resource frame  r = .843   1,233 
Political Frame   r = .799   1,218 
Symbolic Frame   r = .842   1,221      




 Letter for permission to use the Leadership Orientations (SELF) instrument is 
located in Appendix C. 
Procedure 
 This research utilized the self-report survey instrument with a procedure in place 
to collect data electronically. 
 The qualifying participant‟s names from the 614 public school districts were 
invited to participate in the study.  A letter to invite the selected superintendents to 
participate in the study was sent via e-mail. The letter provided a link to a website to 
complete and submit the survey. (Appendix D). In the e-mail was an introduction letter 
describing the importance of the research, inviting them to participate by submitting the 
survey.  They were instructed to complete the “Leadership Orientations (Self)” survey 
instrument along with requested personal information and return it electronically.   
Each participant was prompted to respond within a two week period. A follow-up 
e-mail (Appendix E), along with instructions was sent to those who did not respond 
within the two week period to further entice them to participate. 
Data Analysis 
Statistical Computations 
 The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) or SPSS was used for the statistical 
computations.  Descriptive statistics and linear multiple regression models were utilized 
to report findings from the study.  
 For this study multiple regression models were utilized to determine whether our 
variables are related to determine the degree to which they are.  This analysis provides a 




value shows the strength model in investigating the association of the independent 
variables with the dependent variable as a whole.  The significance of each independent 
variable was determined.  Lastly, the beta weights shown in the model provide the 
relative strength of the association of each independent variable. 
 A bi-variate correlation matrix was completed to investigate the influence of the 
variables on one another.  
 A multi-collinearity diagnostic was also completed in SPSS to determine if the 
independent variables per pupil expenditure and fiscal condition-sustainability are too 
similar to be utilized in the study.  If they would have been found to be too similar, one of 
the variables could have been removed or a composite variable could have been created. 
Research Questions 
Question 1:  What are the leadership styles (as measured by the four frames) of the 
participating superintendents across Ohio? 
   The Bolman and Deal‟s Leadership Orientations (Self) was utilized to collect data 
regarding question one. The overall mean and standard deviation of each frame was 
computed as well as the mean of each leadership frame individually. A superintendent 
whose mean score self-reported is 4.0 or above on the 5-point Likert scale will be 
considered to be espousing that frame. The overall mean, standard deviation by the four 
frames, and the number of the respondents who were using each of the four frames was 
reported. Frequencies and percentage of the superintendents who utilize various patterns 
of none, single, paired, and multi-frame was also  identified and reported.  
Question 2:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 




status, locale, per pupil expenditures, district fiscal condition - sustainability and district 
fiscal condition - predictability with superintendents‟ leadership styles? 
To examine Research Question 2, the analysis on individual and combined 
relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district size, district socio-economic status, 
locale, per pupil expenditures, district fiscal condition - sustainability and district fiscal 
condition - predictability with superintendents‟ leadership styles was through a linear 
regression model.  In the regression equation the leadership style served as the criterion 
variable. The overall means and  standard deviations by superintendents‟ gender, school 
size, socio-economic status locale, per pupil expenditure and district fiscal condition - 
sustainability and district fiscal condition - predictability is reported. 
Question 3:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 
combined relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district size, district socio-economic 
status, locale, per pupil expenditures, leadership style and district fiscal condition - 
predictability with the district fiscal condition - sustainability? 
To examine Research Question 3, the analysis on individual and combined 
relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district size, district socio-economic status, 
locale, per pupil expenditures, leadership style and district fiscal condition - predictability 
with district fiscal condition - sustainability was through a linear regression model.  In the 
regression equation district fiscal condition – sustainability serves as the criterion 
variable. The overall means and standard deviations by superintendents‟ gender, school 
size, socio-economic status, per pupil expenditure and district fiscal condition - 




Question 4:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 
combined relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district size, district socio-economic 
status, locale, per pupil expenditures and district fiscal condition - sustainability with the 
district fiscal condition - predictability? 
To examine Research Question 4, the analysis on individual and combined 
relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district size, district socio-economic status, 
locale, per pupil expenditures and district fiscal condition - sustainability with district 
fiscal condition - predictability was through a linear regression model.  In the regression 
equation district fiscal condition - predictability serves as the criterion variable. The 
overall means and standard deviations by superintendents‟ gender, school size, socio-
economic status, per pupil expenditure and district fiscal condition - sustainability is 
reported 
Question 5:   In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual 
and combined relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district-level fiscal condition - 
sustainability, district-level fiscal condition - predictability, and superintendents‟ 
leadership style with district student performance? 
To examine Research Question 5, the analysis on individual and combined 
relationships of superintendents‟ gender, district fiscal condition – sustainability, district 
fiscal condition – predictability and superintendents‟ leadership style with district student 
performance was through a linear regression model.  In the regression equation district 
student performance served as the criterion variable. The overall means and standard 
deviations by superintendents‟ gender, district fiscal condition – sustainability, district 




The following represents the study variables abbreviations and the variable they 
represent.  The table also presents the type of variable represented (see Table 4). 
Table 4 
Study Variables Abbreviations – Type 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
Abbreviation  Study Variable Represented    Type_______ 
 
DSP   District Student Performance    Continuous 
 
SLS   Superintendent Leadership Style   Categorical 
 
FCP   Fiscal Condition Predictability   Continuous 
 
FCS   Fiscal Condition Sustainability   Continuous 
 
SDS   School District Size     Continuous 
 
DSS   District Socio-Economic Status   Continuous 
 
SDL   School District Locale    Categorical 
 
DEP   District Expenditure Per Pupil    Continuous 
 
GEN   Gender      Categorical 
 




Data Set utilized for the study  
_______________________________________________________________________ 
                                 Study Variable 
School District DSP SLS FCP FCS SDS DSS SDL DEP GEN_ 
 
Ada Expt. Village 93.5 3 .5561 .0653 829 .2810 2 $7,881   2 
 
Adam County/Ohio 
Valley Local  93.2  .5525 .0701 4020 .2770 3 $9,265 
 
Adena Local  92  .7012 .0921 1206 .2770 3 $8,117 
 





Table 5 (continued) 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
                                 Study Variable 
School District DSP SLS FCP FCS SDS DSS SDL DEP GEN_ 
Alexander Local 92.1 .6351 .0629 .0773 1641 .4410 3  $8,907 
 
Allen East Local 95.8 .6644 .0508 .0508 956 .1830 3  $7,658 
 
Confidentiality and Anonymity 
 This study was dependent upon responses from human subjects and requires their 
voluntary participation. Their anonymity and confidentiality was protected consistent 
with the Institutional Review Board (IRB) standards and policies. In the cover letter, the 
subjects were provided with information such as the purpose of the research, a comment 
that participation is voluntary, the right to not respond to every item, and the assurance of 
confidentiality and anonymity. Participant codes were assigned to protect the identity of 
each of the respondents. Cover letters are included in appendices and are labeled 
accordingly: cover letter to superintendents (Appendix D) and a cover letter second 
mailing (Appendix E).  Survey responses were coded with numbers for subsequent use 
and all identities were kept confidential. Approval by the West Virginia University 
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects is also documented in 
Appendix F. 
Summary 
 In this chapter, the methods used to examine the relationships of superintendent 
leadership styles and gender, district fiscal condition-sustainability, fiscal condition-
predictability, district size, district socio-economic status, district locale, district per pupil 
expenditure and district student performance across the state of Ohio were presented. For 




predictability, and district student performance will be in-depth variables.  The Bolman 
and Deal‟s Leadership Orientation (Self) was utilized to provide data necessary to answer 
the five research questions. In addition, the superintendents were asked to provide 
personal information including: years of experience in their present position and their 
gender.  An introductory letter with the link to submit the survey instrument was e-mailed 
to all superintendents serving in the 614 public school districts in Ohio.  The SPSS 
system was used for statistical computations to analyze the data. An alpha level of .05 
was the criterion level of significance for this study. The results of the data analysis will 


















                                                                  Chapter 4 
                                                                    Results 
      
This chapter presents the results of the survey responses investigating the 
relationships of the leadership styles of superintendents, district fiscal conditions 
(sustainability and predictability) and district student performance.   
The first section contains the demographic information for the superintendents 
who responded to the surveys that were complete and identifiable.  An inclusive list of all 
of the respondents as well as a list of those qualifying will also be presented.  The second 
section will present the descriptive statistics for the variables utilized in study.  The third 
section will present the findings of the bi-variate correlation matrices.  The fourth section 
will discuss the method of the multiple regression model utilized within the study.  The 
fifth section will present the analysis of the data within the framework of the five (5) 
research questions.  The sixth section is an ancillary analysis unwrapping the relationship 
of the Fiscal Condition-Predictability and District Student Performance with the study 
variables.  The chapter will conclude with a summary. 
                                                          Survey Respondents 
251 of the 612 superintendents serving the public school districts across Ohio 
responded to study survey (41% return).  77 surveys had to be removed from the study 
because: (1) The survey was incomplete; or, (2) the survey was unidentifiable. 
From the list of 174 completed and identifiable surveys, 111 were removed from 
participation in the primary study for not meeting the qualifications of the study. The 174 
surveys are presented in the results as the inclusive list.  The 63 responses which meet all 




Of the 174 completed surveys received 148 (85.1%) were from males and 26 
(14.9%) were from females.  From the 63 surveys meeting all the qualifiers of the study, 
55 (87.3%) were male and 8 (12.7%) were female. Statewide, serving public schools in 
Ohio 503 (83%) were male and 102 (17%) were female (see Table 6). 
Table 6 
Frequency Distribution of Participants by Gender 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
       Male   Female_____ 
Inclusive (N=174)    148 (85.1%)  26 (14.9%) 
 
Qualifiers (N=63)    55 (87.3%)  8 (12.7%) 
 
Statewide (N=605)    503 (83%)  102 (17%) 
 
      Of the 174 superintendents responding 4 (2.3%) were from urban districts; 62 
(35.6%) were from suburban; and 108 (62.1%) were from rural ones.  From the 
qualifying list 1 (1.6%) was from an urban district; 19 (30.2%) were from suburban; and 
43 (68.2%) were from rural ones.   Statewide superintendents in Ohio public schools 20 
(3.2%) were from urban districts; 202 (33%) were from suburban; and 390 (63.7%) were 
from rural ones (see Table 7). 
Table 7 
Frequency Distribution of Participants by District Locale 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
    Urban   Suburban  Rural_______ 
Inclusive (N=174) 4 (2.3%)  62 (35.6%)  108 (62.1%) 
 
Qualifiers (N=63) 1 (1.6%)  19 (30.2%)  43 (68.2%) 
 








Variable Descriptive Statistics 
      Of the 174 participants making up the inclusive list the mean (M) and standard 
deviation (SD) of the variables of the study district student performance was 95.21 and 
5.06; Fiscal Condition-Predictability    M = 0.49, SD = 0.15; Fiscal Condition-
Sustainability M = 0.05, SD = 0.01; District Socio-Economic Status M = 0.35, SD = 
0.19; School District Size M = 2317.10, SD = 2183.81; and District Expenditure per 
Pupil M=8824.32, SD = 1377.42 (see Table 8). 
Table 8 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
                      Mean  Std. Deviation      
Inclusive (N=174) 
 
District Student Performance            95.21                 5.06 
 
Fiscal Condition-Predictability               0.49       0.15 
 
Fiscal Condition-Sustainability               0.05        0.01 
 
School District Size           2371.10                 2183.81 
 
District Socio-Economic Status                 0.35                 0.19 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil              8824.32           1377.42 
 
      Of the 63 qualifying participants the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) of the 
variables of the study district student performance was 95.51 and 5.13; Fiscal Condition-
Predictability    M = 0.51, SD = 0.14; Fiscal Condition-Sustainability M = 0.05, SD = 
0.01; District Socio-Economic Status M = 0.37, SD = 0.21; School District Size M = 
2732.18, SD = 2039.98; and District Expenditure per Pupil M=8821.25, SD = 1414.47 






Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variable: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
                      Mean  Std. Deviation      
Qualifying (N=63) 
 
District Student Performance              95.51                 5.13 
 
Fiscal Condition Predictability               0.51       0.14 
 
Fiscal Condition Sustainability               0.05        0.01 
 
School District Size           2732.18                 2039.98 
 
District Socio-Economic Status                 0.37                 0.21 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil              8821.25           1417.4 
 
     Of the 612 school districts in Ohio the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) of 
the variables of the study district student performance was 95.63 and 6.03; Fiscal 
Condition-Predictability    
M = 0.48, SD = 0.15; Fiscal Condition-Sustainability M = 0.05, SD = 0.02; District 
Socio-Economic Status M = 0.36, SD = 0.20; School District Size M = 2742.56, SD = 
4148.67; and District Expenditure per Pupil M=9073.47, SD = 2364.23 (see Table 10) 
Table 10 
Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables: Statewide 
________________________________________________________________________ 
                      Mean  Std. Deviation      
Statewide (N=612) 
          
District Student Performance            95.63                 6.03 
 
Fiscal Condition-Predictability               0.48       0.15 
 
Fiscal Condition-Sustainability               0.05        0.02 
 





Table 10 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
                      Mean  Std. Deviation      
District Socio-Economic Status                 0.36                 0.20 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil              9073.47                 2364.23 
 
 
                                                        Correlation Matrices 
      The Correlation Matrices of the study variables for the inclusive, qualifying and 
statewide lists did reveal significant relationships.  It must be noted that none of these 
relationships were more than weak ones (Pearson values < 0.7; -0.7). 
      The Correlation Matrices for our inclusive list revealed several significant 
relationships between our study variables.  None of these relationships was reported to be 
anything but weak (Pearson Values < 0.7 or -0.7).  The greatest significant Pearson value 
reported was 0.432 between District Student Performance and District Fiscal Conditions-
Predictability (see Table 11). 
Table 11 
Pearson Correlations for Study Variables: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
   Variable   1   2   3           4           5         6           7___ 
Inclusive: N=174 
 
1       District Student Performance                 -.432** -.294** .119 -2.13** .044    -.004 
        .000   .000   .118    .002     .561      .962 
 
2       District Fiscal Condition-Predictability    .253**-.335**.106   -.425** -.123 
         .001     .000    .163     .000      .105 
 
3       District Fiscal Condition-Sustainability  -.106     .158* .204** -.079 
          .164     .037   .007       .299 
 
4       School District Size        .064   .185*     .101 






Table 11 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
   Variable   1   2   3           4           5         6           7___ 
 
5       District Socio-Economic Status       .262**   .068 
           .000       .374 
 
6       District Expenditure per Pupil                   .223**
              .003 
7       Gender 
 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
a. Listwise N=17 
      The Correlation Matrices of the qualifying list did reveal significant relationships 
between study variables.  None of the relationships revealed were strong (Pearson Values 
> 0.7 or -0.7).  Only the relationship between District Fiscal Condition-Predictability and 
District Expenditure per pupil was over 0.5 (-0.517)  (see Table 12). 
Table 12 
Pearson Correlations for Study Variables: Qualifying 
______________________________________________________________ _         ____ 
   Variable         1             2           3          4        5          6          7_       
Qualifying: N=63 
 
1       District Student Performance                      -.426** -.322* -.053    -.139 -.128  -.028 
             .000       .010    .680     .276   .316   .828 
 
2       District Fiscal Condition-Predictability             .205 -.425**-.174 -.517**-.174 
                   .107   .001     .174   .000    .172 
 
3       District Fiscal Condition-Sustainability            .057     .216   .321**.068 
                   .656     .088   .010    .598 
 
4       School District Size             .304* .456**.205 
                .015   .000    .107 
 
5       District Socio-Economic Status          .494**.256* 




Table 12 (continued) 
______________________________________________________________ _         ____ 
   Variable         1             2           3          4        5          6          7_       
 
6       District Expenditure per Pupil           .186 
               .140  
 
7       Gender             
 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
a. Listwise N=63 
      The Correlation Matrices statewide for the study variables reported several 
significant relationships, none of which the relationships were found to be more than 
weak ones (Pearson Value < 0.7 or -0.7).  The greatest Pearson Value reported was -
0.418 between District Fiscal Condition-Predictability and District Expenditure per Pupil 
(see Table 13). 
Table 13 
Pearson Correlations for Study Variables: Statewide 
______________________________________________________________ _         ____ 
   Variable   1   2       3            4             5               6___                  
Statewide:  N=611 
 
1       District Student Performance               -.364**  -.212*     -.192**  -.252*   -.083* 
                 .000        .000        .000       .000       .041 
 
2       District Fiscal Condition-Predictability                .120**   -.173**   .046    -.418** 
                      .003        .000      .257      .000 
 
3       District Fiscal Condition-Sustainability                    .052      .106**  .394** 
               .200      .009      .000 
 
4       School District Size              .240**  .149** 
                 .000      .000 
 
5       District Socio-Economic Status               .082* 




Table 13 (continued) 
______________________________________________________________ _         ____ 
   Variable   1   2       3            4             5               6 
6       District Expenditure per Pupil           
 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
a. Listwise N=611 
      Multi-collinearity diagnostics were completed to investigate relationships of the 
study finance variables.  Those included were district fiscal condition-sustainability, 
fiscal condition-predictability, district expenditure per pupil and district socio-economic 
status.  The analysis revealed no issued with collinearity as the highest variance in factor 
(VIF) value reported was 1.630. 
                                                    Regression Model 
      A Linear Regression Model was utilized with three blocks successively entered to 
effectively evaluate the influence of the categorical variables school district locale and 
superintendent leadership style.  Block one (1) was run with the criterion variables and 
predictor variables without either categorical variable.  Step two involved adding a 
second block to the first.   
      The second block includes two categorical dummy variables identifying district 
locale: (1) rural and (2) urban.  A third locale variable suburban was suppressed in order 
to enable it to function as the reference category.  The suburban locale was differentiated 
because districts of this type are known to have higher expenditure per pupil, higher 
district student performance and a lower percentage of students qualifying for the federal 




     Step three involved adding a third block to the first.  The third block included 
three categorical dummy variables identifying superintendent leadership style: (1) single-
frame; (2) paired-frame; and (3) multi-frame.  A fourth leadership style variable no-frame 
was suppressed in order to enable it to function as the reference category. The non-frame 
leadership style was differentiated because the research of Bolman, Deal and others 
report leads to using three or more frames were more effective than those that use fewer.  
The fewer frame a leader works from within, the more limited the knowledge and skills 
sets are available. 
                                                          Research Questions 
Question 1: What are the leadership styles (as measured by the four frames) of 
superintendents across Ohio? 
      The inclusive list of superintendents across Ohio champion the multi-framed 
leadership style (37.4%) the most followed by the single-frame (24.7%), the paired frame 
(23.6%) and the no-frame (14.4%) the least.   
      Among the single, paired and multi-framed leadership styles the multi-framed 
structural-human resource-political-symbolic was reported the most (20.1%) followed by 
the paired-frame structural-human resource (14.9%) and then the single frame structural 
(12.1%).  These were the only ones reported to be utilized that were greater than 10% of 
total reported. 
      Qualifying superintendents across Ohio champion the multi-framed leadership 
style (35.0%) the most followed by the single-frame (27.0%) and then equally (19%) the 




     Among the single, paired and multi-framed leadership styles the multi-framed 
structural-human resource-political-symbolic was reported the most (15.9%) followed by 
the single-frame structural (14.3%) and the single-frame human resource and paired-
frame structural-human resource both at (11.1%).  These were the only ones reported to 
be utilized that were greater than 10% of total reported (see Table 14). 
Table 14 
Frequency Distribution by Frame Pattern 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Category/ Qualifying % as to  % as to Inclusive % as  % as to 
Pattern  N  Category Total  to N   Category Total  
No Frame  12 100     19  25 100.0       14.4 
Single-Frame 
 
Structural  9 52.9  14.3  21 49.0  12.1 
 
Human 
     Resource  7 41.2  11.1  17 40.0  9.8 
 
Political  - 0.0  0.0  -  
Symbolic  1 5.9  1.6  5 11.0  2.9 




Resource  7 58.3  11.1  26 63.5  14.9 
Structural/ 
Political  2 16.6  3.2  2 4.9  1.2 
 
Structural/ 
Symbolic  - 0.0  0.0  0 0.0  0.0  
 
Human Resource/ 






Table 14 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Category/ Qualifying % as to  % as to Inclusive % as  % as to 
Pattern  N  Category Total  to N   Category Total  
Human Resource/ 




Symbolic  2 16.6  3.2  5 12.2  2.9 
 





Human Resource/   




Symbolic  4 18.1  6.3  10 15.5  5.7 
 
Structural/Political/ 









Symbolic  10 45.5  15.9  35 53.8  20.1 
 
 
Sub Total  22         35     65                  37.4 
 
TOTAL      63        174 
 
      The inclusive list reveals the superintendents utilize the human-resource- frame 
(29.5%) the most; followed by the structural-frame (28.9%); then the symbolic (17.6%); 





Utilization of Frame through Reported Frequency Pattern: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Frame     N   %                    
 
No Frame    25   6.6 
 
Structural    110   28.9 
 
Human Resource   112   29.5 
 
Political    66   17.4 
 
Symbolic    67   17.6 
 
 
      Qualifying superintendents utilize the structural-frame (30.2%) the most, followed 
by the human-resource- frame (26.3%); the symbolic and political-frame (17.1%) and the 
no-frame (9.3%) the least (see Table 16) 
Table 16 
Utilization of Frame through Reported Frequency Pattern: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Frame     N   %                    
 
No Frame    12   9.3 
 
Structural    39   30.2 
 
Human Resource   34   26.3 
 
Political    22   17.1 
 
Symbolic    22   17.1 
      Males and female superintendents, both qualifying and inclusive, report 
championing the multi-framed leadership style the most.  Among males the single-frame 
styles is second followed by the paired and the no-frame style.  Among females the usage 






Frequency Distribution of Leadership Style by Gender 
________________________________________________________________________ 




Male  N=147(84.4%)   25 (14.4%) 40(22.9%) 33(19%) 50(28.7%) 
Female N=27(15.6%)  2(1.1%) 5(2.9%) 6(3.5%) 13(7.5%) 
Qualifying N=63 
Male N=51(81%)  11(17.4%) 14(22.2%) 12(19.0%) 18(28.6%) 
Female N=12(19%)  1(1.5%) 2(3.2%) 0(0.0%) 5(7.9%) 
 
Question #2:  In consideration of appropriate control variables what are the individual  
and combined relationships of superintendent‟s gender, district size, district socio-
economic status, locale, per pupil expenditure, district fiscal condition-sustainability and 
district fiscal condition-predictability with superintendent leadership styles. 
           The study of the relationships with the superintendent leadership styles among the 
inclusive list were found not to be significant.  The Linear Regression Models reported p 
value scores of 0.762 to 0.087 (see Table 18)  
Table 18 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing Superintendent Leadership 
Style: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable    B  SEB      ß               
Inclusive: N=174 
 
School District Size   6.93E-005 .000  .139 
 





Table 18 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable    B  SEB      ß               
 
District Expenditure per Pupil -2.61E-005 .000            -.033  
 
Gender    .277  .238  .091 
 
Fiscal Condition-Predictability         -.230  .756            -.031 
 




*    P  < 0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
   
      The study of the relationships with the superintendent leadership styles were 
found not to be significant among the qualifying list.  The Linear Regression Models 
reported p value scores of 0.990 to 0.197 (see Table 19).  
Table 19 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing Superintendent Leadership 
Style: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable    B  SEB    ß                
Qualifying: N=63 
 
School District Size   .000  .000  .263 
 
District Socio-Economic Status .404  .841  .073 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil .000  .000            -.281  
 
Gender    .315  .462  .092 
 









Table 19 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable    B  SEB    ß                
 




*    P < 0.05 
**  P < 0.01 
***P < 0.001 
 
Question 3:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 
combined relationships of superintendent‟s gender, district size, district socio-economic 
status, locale, per pupil expenditure, leadership style and fiscal condition-predictability 
with the fiscal condition-sustainability? 
      The relationships between district expenditure per pupil and district fiscal 
condition-predictability were the only variables found to be significant with district fiscal 
condition-sustainability in the inclusive group.  Both variables have positive relationships 
with reported standardized beta scores.   
      As a school district‟s fiscal condition-sustainability increases the greater its 
dependency on state aid will be and the greater its expenditure per pupil will become (see 
Table 20). 
Table 20 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing Fiscal Condition-
Sustainability: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Inclusive: N=174 
 
District Fiscal Condition-Predictability .031  .007            .378*** 
 





Table 20 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß      
District Socio-Economic Status  .002  .005             .023 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil      3.62E -006  .000             .406*** 
 
Gender               -.004  .002             -.120 
 
Rural                 .002  .002                             .064 
 
Note: R2 =0.201 
 
*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models indicate that up to 20.1% of the variability in the fiscal 
condition-sustainability is accounted for in the variables utilized in the models (see Table 
20.1).   
Table 20.1 
Summary of R2values for Regression Models through Block Method:  Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced            R2                                  
                                                                         
1 0.198 
 
2   Urban           0.198 
 
   Rural           0.201 
 
3   Single           0.199 
   
   Paired           0.198 
   
   Multiple          0.198 
 
     The relationships between district expenditure per pupil and district fiscal 




condition-sustainability in the qualifying group.  Both variables have positive 
relationships with reported standardized beta scores.   
      As a school district‟s sustainability increases the greater its dependency on state 
aid will become (fiscal condition-predictability) and the greater its expenditure per pupil 
will become (see Table 21). 
Table 21 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing Fiscal Condition-
Sustainability: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Qualifying: N=63 
 
District Fiscal Condition-Predictability .042  .010             .579*** 
 
School District Size        6.97E -077  .000   .140 
 
District Socio-Economic Status  .002  .006   .034 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil      4.02E -006  .000             .567*** 
 
Gender     .000  .004   .016 
 
Urban                -.017  .011                            -.210 
Note: R2=0.320 
 
*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models indicate that up to 32.0% of the variability in the fiscal 









Summary of R2 values for Regression Models through Block Method: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced          R2                                     
                                                                         
1                                         0.293 
 
2   Urban           0.320 
 
   Rural           0.309 
 
3   Single           0.295 
   
   Paired           0.293 
   
   Multiple          0.293 
 
Question 4:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 
combined relationships of superintendent‟s gender, locale, per pupil expenditure and 
fiscal condition-stability with the district fiscal condition–predictability? 
      The relationships between school district size, district expenditure per pupil, fiscal 
condition-sustainability, district expenditure per pupil and rural were found to be 
significant with the fiscal condition-predictability in the inclusive group. Relationships 
with fiscal condition–sustainability, district socio-economic status and rural were found 
to be positive through the beta standardized scores while those with district expenditure 
per pupil and school district size were found to be negative.  
      As a school district‟s dependence on state basic aid increases (predictability) the 
smaller the school district size, the lower the district per pupil expenditure will be and the 
more sustainable its fiscal condition becomes, the greater percentage of student 
qualifying for the federal free/reduced lunch program will be and the more likely the 





Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing Fiscal Condition-
Predictability: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Inclusive: N=174 
 
District Fiscal Condition-Sustainability 3.375  .757            .281*** 
 
School District Size        -1.20E - 005 .000           -.178** 
 
District Socio-Economic Status  .156  .049             .199** 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil      -4.97E - 005 .000           -.465*** 
 
Gender                  .006  .026            .014 
 
Rural        .048  .020            .157** 
 
Note: R2=0.405 
*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models indicate that up to 40.5% of the variability in the fiscal 
condition predictability can be accounted for in the variables in the models (see Table 
22.1). 
Table 22.1 
Summary of R2 values for Regression Models through Block Method: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced           R2                                                                                                            
1                 0.385 
 
2   Urban           0.391 
 
   Rural           0.405 
 
3   Single           0.385 
 





Table 22.1 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced           R2                                                                                                            
 
   Multiple          0.385 
 
      The relationships between school district size, district expenditure per pupil, and 
fiscal condition-sustainability and urban locale were found to be significant with district 
fiscal condition-predictability among the qualifying group.  Fiscal condition–
sustainability and rural locale were found to have positive relationships through the beta 
standardized score while district expenditure per pupil and school district size were found 
to have negative relationships.  
      As a school district‟s dependence on state basic aid increases (predictability) the 
smaller the school district size, the lower the district per pupil expenditure will be and the 
more sustainable its fiscal condition becomes. The district will tend to be urban locale 
versus suburban (see Table 23). 
Table 23 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing Fiscal Condition-
Predictability: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Qualifying: N=63 
 
District Fiscal Condition-Sustainability 5.442  1.340             .393*** 
 
School District Size        -2.65E 005  .000           -.388** 
 
District Socio-Economic Status  .042  .072             .063 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil      -5.32E - 005 .000          - .542*** 
 









Table  23 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß      




*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models indicate that up to 53.9% of the variability in the fiscal 
condition predictability can be accounted for in the variables in the models (see Table 
23.1) 
Table 23.1 
Summary of R2 values for Regression Models through Block Method: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced            R2                                                                                                           
1                        0.463 
 
2   Urban           0.539 
 
   Rural           0.466 
 
3   Single           0.464 
 
   Paired           0.467 
   Multiple          0.464 
 
Question 5:  In consideration of appropriate control variables, what are the individual and 
combined relationships of superintendent‟s gender, district, fiscal condition-
sustainability, fiscal condition predictability, locale, and superintendent‟s leadership style 




       The relationships between district fiscal condition-predictability and district fiscal 
condition-sustainability with district student performance were found to be significant 
among the inclusive group.  Both variables had negative relationships as indicated 
through the standardized beta scores.   
      As a school district‟s student performance increases the school district‟s 
dependency on state basic aid (predictability) and the fiscal condition-sustainability 
decreases (see Table 24). 
Table 24 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing District Student Performance: 
Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Inclusive: N=174 
 
School District Size   2.67E-005  .000            .012 
 
District Socio-Economic Status       -3.648           1.933           -.135 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil         -.000  .000           -.033 
 
Gender          - .625             .976           -.044 
 
Fiscal Condition-Predictability     -13.335           2.928           -.388*** 
 
Fiscal Condition-Sustainability     -68.425         30.625           -.166* 
 




*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models indicate up to 26.6% of the variability in district student 





Summary of R2 values for Regression Models through Block Method: Inclusive 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced             R2                                                                                                          
      1                0.253 
 
2   Urban             0.266 
 
   Rural             0.257 
 
3   Single             0.258 
 
   Paired             0.254 
 
   Multiple            0.256 
 
       The relationships between district expenditure per pupil and fiscal condition-
predictability were found to be significant with district student performance among the 
qualifying group.  Both variables had negative relationships as indicated through the 
standardized beta scores.  The model indicates as student district performance increases 
district expenditure per pupil and the district‟s fiscal condition-predictability decreases.  
      As a school district‟s student performance increases its expenditure per pupil and 
its dependency on state basic aid (predictability) decrease (see Table 25). 
Table  25 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing District Student Performance: 
Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Qualifying: N=63 
 
School District Size   3.67E-005  .000   .015 
 
District Socio-Economic Status           .797           3.048   .032 
 





Table 25 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
 
Gender          -1.208           1.687           -.079 
 
Fiscal Condition-Predictability     -21.615           5.610           -.587*** 
 
Fiscal Condition-Sustainability     -44.08         64.010           -.087 
 




*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models indicate up to 44.1% of the variability in district student 
performance can be accounted for in the variables in the models (see Table 25.1). 
Table 25.1 
Summary of R2 values for Regression Models through Block Method: Qualifying 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced            R2                                                                                                           
1                            0.371 
 
2   Urban           0.441 
 
   Rural           0.374 
 
3   Single           0.372 
 
   Paired           0.292 
 








                                                           Ancillary Analysis 
      In an attempt to more deeply investigate the relationship of the criterion variables:   
Fiscal conditions - sustainability, district school size, district student performance, district 
expenditure per pupil and district socio-economic status with district fiscal condition -
predictability and district student performance, an ancillary analysis was completed 
utilizing data reported on the 611 school districts across Ohio. 
      As was reported in the primary study of the relationships of the predictor 
variables with fiscal condition-predictability with the exception of the significance of 
rural locale, school district size, district student performance, district expenditure per 
pupil, and district student performance were significant.  The relationships with school 
district size, district student performance and district expenditure per pupil were negative 
ones while those with fiscal condition-sustainability and rural locale were positive. 
      As a school district dependence on state basic aid (predictability) increases the 
size of the district, the district expenditure per pupil and the district student performance 
becomes less while the fiscal condition-sustainability increases.  Those districts are more 
likely to be rural than suburban (see Table 26). 
Table 26 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing District Fiscal Condition 
Predictability:  Statewide 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Statewide: N=611 
 
School District Size             -4.14 E-006  .000             -.113** 
 
District Socio-Economic Status    .037             .025   .048 
 






Table 26 (continued) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
 
Fiscal Condition Sustainability          .811  .227             .114*** 
 
Rural                 .081  .011             .257*** 
 
Note: R2 =0.441 
 
*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models utilized reported from 44.1% to 38.7% of the variability in 
fiscal condition predictability was the result of the predictor variables utilized (see Table 
26.1).   
Table 26.1 
Summary of R2values for Regression Models through Block Method: Statewide 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced          R2                                                                                           
1                0.387 
 
2     Urban           0.387 
 
     Rural           0.441 
 
 
     As discovered in the primary study of the relationship of the criterion variables 
with district student performance with the exception of the significance of urban locale, 
district student performance, school district size, district socio-economic status, district 
expenditure per pupil, fiscal condition-predictability and fiscal condition-sustainability 
were found to be significant.  All of the relationships were found to be negative ones. 
      As district student performance increases the school district size,  the percentage 




per pupil decreases, the school districts dependency on state basic aid (predictability) and 
the district fiscal condition-sustainability decrease.  The school district is more likely to 
be suburban than urban (see Table 27). 
Table 27 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Influencing District Student Performance: 
Statewide  
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable     B  SE B                            ß                                                  
Statewide:  N=611 
 
School District Size             .000  .000           -.087* 
 
District Socio-Economic Status       -4.142                 1.060                           -.136*** 
 
District Expenditure per Pupil          .000  .000           -.193*** 
 
Fiscal Condition-Predictability     -17.766           1.538           -.446*** 
 
Fiscal Condition-Sustainability     -26.831           9.993           -.095*** 
 
Urban          - 7.837           1.341           -.231*** 
 
Note: R2 =0.326 
 
*    P  <  0.05 
**  P  <  0.01 
***P  <  0.001 
 
      The regression models utilized reported from 28.8% to 32.6% of the variability in 




Summary of  R2 values for Regression Models through Block Method: Statewide 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Block   Variable Introduced            R2                                                                                         
1                0.288 
 
2     Urban           0.326 
  





      In summary, the inclusive list of superintendent‟s leadership styles (as measured 
by the Bolman & Deal frames) utilize the multi-frame style most frequently, followed by 
the single-frame style, the paired-frame and no-frame style the least.  Within these styles 
the human-resource frame was utilized the most followed by the structural frame, the 
symbolic frame, and lastly the political-frame.  
      It was discovered the relationships of superintendent‟s gender, district size, socio-
economic status, locale, per pupil expenditure, district fiscal condition-sustainability and 
district fiscal condition-predictability with superintendent leadership style were not 
significant. 
      The relationships of district expenditure per pupil and fiscal condition-
predictability were found to be significant with the district fiscal condition-sustainability.  
The models were found to account for up to 20.1% of the variability in the criterion 
variable.  
      The relationships of district fiscal condition-sustainability, school size, district 
expenditure per pupil, and district socio-economic status were found to be significant 
with the district‟s‟ fiscal condition-predictability and the district was found to be more 
likely rural than suburban. The models were found to account for up to 40.5% of the 
variability of our criterion variable. 
      The relationships of district fiscal condition-sustainability and the district fiscal 
condition-predictability were found to be significant with the district student 





     The qualifying superintendent‟s leadership styles (as measured by the Bolman & 
Deal frames) utilize the multi-frame style most frequently followed by the single-frame 
style and equally the paired-frame and no-frame styles.  Within these styles the structural 
frame was utilized the most, followed by the human-resource frame, the symbolic frame, 
and the political-frame utilized the least.  
      It was discovered the relationships of superintendent‟s gender, district size, 
socio-economic status, locale, per pupil expenditure, district fiscal condition-
sustainability and district fiscal condition-predictability with superintendent leadership 
style were not significant. 
      The relationships of district expenditure per pupil and fiscal condition-
predictability were found to be significant with the district fiscal condition-sustainability.  
The models were found to account for up to 32.6% of the variability in the criterion 
variable.  
      The relationships of school size, district expenditure per pupil, and fiscal 
condition-sustainability were found to be significant with the district‟s‟ fiscal condition-
predictability.  The models were found to account for up to 63.7% of the variability of 
our criterion variable. 
      The relationships of district per pupil expenditure and the district fiscal condition-
predictability were found to be significant with the district student performance.  The 
models were able to account for up to 44.1% of the variability of our criterion variable. 
      An ancillary analysis was completed utilizing the data from 611 school districts 
across Ohio to more deeply investigate the relationships of the predictor variables, fiscal 




school district size, district socio-economic status with district fiscal condition- 
predictability and district student performance.  This was done because of the findings in 
the primary study that revealed the predictor variables were responsible for a high 
percentage of the variability in district fiscal condition – predictability (53.9%) and 
district student performance (44.1%).  This ancillary analysis revealed that statewide up 
to 44.1% of the variability in district fiscal condition-predictability was accounted for by 
the predictor variables and up to 32.6% of the variability in district studies performance 
was accounted for by the predictor variables. 



















Conclusions and Recommendations 
This chapter forms conclusions and recommendations on the findings relevant to 
the relationships of superintendent leadership styles, district fiscal conditions-
predictability, district fiscal condition-sustainability and district student performance.  
This chapter is comprised of three major sections: A study summary; conclusions; and 
recommendations for practice and for future studies. 
Summary of Study 
      This study examined the relationships of superintendent‟s leadership styles, 
district size, district socio-economic status, gender, locale, district expenditure per pupil 
district fiscal conditions-predictability, and district fiscal condition-sustainability with 
district student performance across Ohio.  The study is a post hoc study spanning 5 
biennial funding periods (1997-2007).  The major focus is whether or not there exists 
significant relationships among the study variables: gender, locale, superintendent 
leadership style, district fiscal condition-predictability, district fiscal condition-
sustainability, school district size, district socio-economic status and district expenditure 
per pupil with superintendent leadership styles, district student performance, district 
fiscal condition- predictability and district condition-sustainability.  Leadership styles are 
based upon Bolman and Deals (1991-2003) cognitive frames – structural, human 
resource, political and symbolic – which define organizational behaviors and governance 
patterns.  The district student performance, a performance index value calculated by the 
Ohio Department of Education, serves as an indicator of the performance of a district 




annual average (%) in state basic aid over the 5 biennial funding periods.  School district 
fiscal condition-sustainability is the average increase (%) in district per pupil expenditure 
for this same time period.  The district socio-economic status represents the percentage of 
students within the district that qualifies for the Federal Free/Reduced Lunch Program.  
District size, locale and per pupil expenditure is based on information provided by the 
Ohio Department of Education. 
Conclusions 
      The conclusions are based on an analysis of the research questions utilizing both 
the qualifying superintendents,  the inclusive group of superintendents and an ancillary 
analysis of the 611 school districts across Ohio to more deeply investigate the 
relationship of the criterion variables:  fiscal conditions - sustainability, district school 
size, district student performance, district expenditure per pupil and district socio-
economic status with district fiscal-condition predictability and district student 
performance. 
Patterns of Superintendent Leadership Styles   
Qualifying Superintendents.  The frequency distribution of leadership styles 
reported superintendents using the multi-frame leadership style (35.0%) the most often.  
This was followed by the single-frame leader (27.0%) and equally the paired-frame 
leader and no-frame leader (11%).       
     This does differ from other leadership studies where Stankus (2009) reported the no-
frame leader was prominent among principals and Chang (2004) reported the same 
among college department chairs.  But, similar findings were reported by Bowen (2000) 




Bolman‟s (2003) research reported that those leaders using three or more frames were 
more effective than those who use fewer.  Ohio‟s‟ superintendents, Bolman would argue, 
are using the most effective leadership style. 
      The research revealed the single frame (27.0%) leader was utilized the second 
most.  This is similar to results reported in Griffins (2005) study of biology and English 
chairs (32.9%) and Small (2002) study (20.8%) , but differs significantly from Mathis 
(1999) reporting (11%), Chang (2004) reporting (14.8%) and Mosser (2000) reporting 
(16.6%) utilizing the single frame leadership style.  It was found that superintendents 
espousing the single frame leadership style the structural frame was utilized the most.  In 
fact, the structural frame was utilized most among the superintendents utilizing the 
paired-frame and multi-frame leadership styles.  Bolman (1997) found structural framed 
leaders espoused organizational charts, rules and standard operating procedures and 
policies minimizing problems while increasing quality and performance.  Chang (2004) 
also found the leaders operating from single-framed leadership style have a better 
technology infrastructure and were more likely to provide both administrative and 
technical support while attending to key issues.  Interesting to note is that Bolman and 
Deal (1997) cautions that effectiveness as a manager can be associated with the structural 
frame, reporting that the primary determinates of a successful leader are the symbolic and 
political frames. 
      The paired-frame leadership style was championed by 19% of the qualifying 
superintendents.  This differs somewhat the studies of Stankus (2009) who reported 9% 
of principals of smaller communities espoused the paired-frame style and those reported 




      Qualifying superintendents championing the paired-frame leadership style 
reported using the structural-human resource pair the most (58.3%) within the subgroup 
and (11.1%) of the whole.  This was consistent with Griffins‟ (2005) study, but did vary 
from Stankus (2009) who found the paired-frame structural-political pair to be utilized 
the most.  In a study by Mathis (1999), it was reported the human resource-political 
frame was utilized the most.  An understanding of the leadership frames can make a 
leader become more effective. 
        The multi-frame leadership style was championed most by qualifying 
superintendents across Ohio (37.4%).  This is consistent with Stankus‟ (2009) finding 
31%, but was much higher than those reported by Chang (2004) 14.8% and Griffin 
(2005) 18.1%.  Mathis (1999) discovered a much higher frequency of the multi-frame 
style usage reporting a 48.2% rate.  Bolman and Deal (2003) would argue these 
superintendents are practicing effective leadership. 
Inclusive Superintendents.  The frequency distribution of leadership styles 
reported superintendents using the multi-frame leadership style (37.4%) the most often.  
This was followed by the single-frame leader (24.7%) the paired-frame leader (23.6%) 
and the no-frame leader (14%).  This was consistent with the results of the qualifying 
superintendents. 
      Among single frame leadership style the inclusive superintendents utilized the 
human-resource frame the most.  As with the qualifying group the human resource and 
the structural-frames were espoused the most far outnumbering all others.  Bolman 




participation, empowerment and view the members of the organization as the primary 
resource. 
Relationships with Superintendent Leadership Styles 
      The study among the qualifying and inclusive groups of superintendents revealed 
none of the predictor variables to be significant with the leadership styles of 
superintendent.           
      This appears to be contrary to the research of Waters and Marzano (2002) who 
found superintendent‟s practices to have a positive effect on student achievement.   While 
it must be noted their study investigated practices and not leadership styles. Research on 
effective schools has evolved through four generations of studies with current research 
practices focusing on the effect of central office and superintendent leadership.  This 
study found no significant relationships with the study variables. 
Relationships with District Fiscal Condition-Sustainability  
Qualifying superintendents.  The study found the relationship of the predictor 
variables district expenditure per pupil and the district fiscal condition-predictability to be 
significant with district fiscal condition-sustainability.  It was determined that up to 
32.0% of the variability of our criterion variable was accounted for by the predictor 
variables.  Both relationships were positive ones as reflected in the beta standardized 
scores. 
      These finding reinforce the Ammar et al (2005) argument describing the 
relationship of these variables.  They argue that poor fiscal conditions can be avoided 




Inclusive superintendents.  The study found the relationship of the predictor 
variables district expenditure per pupil and the district fiscal condition-predictability to be 
significant with district fiscal condition-sustainability.  It was determined that up to 
20.1% of the variability of our criterion variable was accented far by the predictor 
variables.  Both relationships were positive ones reflected through beta standardized 
scores. 
      These findings also reinforce the Ammar et al (2005) argument describing the 
relationship of these financial variables.   
Relationships with District Fiscal Conditions-Predictability 
Qualifying superintendents.  The predictor variables district fiscal conditions-
sustainability; district expenditure per pupil and district school size were found to be 
significant with district fiscal condition-predictability.  The relationships with district 
fiscal condition sustainability was a positive one, while those with district expenditure 
per pupil, and school district size were all negative ones through reported beta 
standardized scores. The study found 53.9% of the variability of the criterion variable is 
the result of the relationships of the predictor variables. 
      The positive relationship among fiscal conditions predictability and sustainability 
affirm the study of Ammar et al (2005) where they argue future poor fiscal condition can 
be avoided through good fiscal predictability and stability practices.  Those districts that 
rely more heavily on state basic aid provide greater stability to the school district fiscal 
system.  Ammar et al stressed the importance of predictability and stability of school 




     The negative relationship of district fiscal condition-predictability with district 
expenditure per pupil, and district school size would indicate the more a district relies on 
aid from the state the less it spends per pupil and the smaller the school district size. 
         This study indicated the more a school district in Ohio depends on state basic aid 
the smaller the school district is likely to be.   Much research has been completed on 
school size and student achievement and the results are varied.  Baker (1986) concluding 
size by itself is not a sole determining factor of student achievement.  Huang and Howley 
(1993) and Howley (1999) reported students from high socio-economic status were less 
likely to be affected by school size. 
      From this study it is apparent the more a school district depends on state basic aid, 
the more likely its funding mechanism will be more sustainable and the district will tend 
to become smaller and spend less per pupil. 
Inclusive superintendents.  Among the inclusive list not only were the 
relationships of district fiscal conditions-sustainability, district expenditure per pupil, and 
school district school size found to be significant with district fiscal condition-
predictability as reported in the qualifying list, but in addition, so was district socio-
economic status. It was also found, within the inclusive list, school districts would more 
likely be rural than suburban. The relationships with district fiscal condition-
sustainability and district socio-economic status were positive ones as reported with beta 
standardized scores while those with district expenditure per pupil and school district size 
were negative.  Analysis of the inclusive group of superintendents revealed up to 40.5% 




     The study of the inclusive list reveals the more a school district depends on state 
basic aid its funding mechanism becomes more sustainable; however,  the school district 
will tend to become smaller, spend less per pupil, have an increase of students qualifying 
for free/reduced price lunch programs and tend to be rural vs. suburban in locale. 
Relationships with Student Performance 
Qualifying superintendents.  Analysis of the qualifying group of superintendents 
revealed the relationship district expenditure per pupil and fiscal conditions-predictability 
to be significant with our criterion variable district student performance.  Both 
relationships were reported as negative through the beta standardized scores.  Up to 
44.1% of the variability in district student performance can be accounted for by our study 
variables. 
      As a district‟s student performance increases it spends less per pupil and depends 
less upon the State of Ohio for basic aid.  Expenditure per pupil reported by the American 
Legislative Exchange Council (2000) found no correlation between increased funding 
and student achievement.  Similar findings are evident in Odden (1994), Skandera and 
Sousa (2002), Green and Trivitt (2003).  Overall, the last three decades has not led to 
increased student achievement, but not for a lack of spending.  However, it must be noted 
in studies such as Odden (1994), Brorsen and Jacques (2000) and Odden and Piccus 
(2007) in school systems where the money has been spent on instructional research-based 
practices and resources that directly affect instruction student achievement does increase. 
Inclusive Superintendents.  Analysis of the inclusive group of superintendents 
found the relationships of fiscal condition-sustainability and fiscal condition-




Both relationships were reported to be negative through standardized beta scores.  Up to 
26.6% of the variability in district student performance can be accounted for by our study 
variables. 
      As a district‟s student performance increases its fiscal condition-sustainability 
decreases slightly and its dependence on state basic aide becomes less. 
      From this study it is apparent the more a school district depends on state basic aid 
the lower the student achievement.  This affirms the works of Cavenaugh (2007), 
Campbell and Silver (1999).  Although these works were completed within low wealth 
rural school districts they found deficits occurred including lower test scores and 
increased dropout rates.  These same results were discovered by Roscignio and Crowley 
(2001).  Cavenaugh (2007) reported the U.S. system tends to provide underprivileged 
students with a less demanding curriculum and poorly qualified teachers resulting in 
lower student achievement.  The National Office for Research Measurement and 
Evaluating Systems (NORMES) at the University of Arkansas found schools with a 
greater percentage of free and reduced lunch participants are more likely to have district 
student performance below the state average.  State and federal education policies and 
funding should not be formulated purely on political expediency, but on empirical 
research and carefully considered objectives to assure measurable outcomes and equitable 
opportunities for all children (Sughrue, 1997). 
Ancillary Analysis 
      In an attempt to more deeply investigate the relationships with the criterion 




ancillary analysis using data available from 611 public schools across Ohio was 
completed.  These findings perhaps are the most important contribution of the study. 
Relationships with district fiscal condition-predictability.  The ancillary 
analysis revealed the relationships of school district size, district expenditure per pupil, 
fiscal condition-sustainability and district locale were significant with our criterion 
variable fiscal condition-predictability.  The relationships with school district size and 
district expenditure per pupil were negative reported through standardized beta scores, 
while those with district fiscal condition-sustainability and locale (rural) were positive.  
The analysis also revealed up to 44.1% of the variability in our criterion variable can be 
accounted for in the study variables. 
      As a school district dependency on the state for basic aid increases the school 
district size, district per pupil expenditure and the district student performance becomes 
less.  The district fiscal condition-sustainability increases.  The school district will also 
tend to be a rural locale versus suburban. 
Relationships with district student performance.  The ancillary analysis 
revealed the relationships of school district size, district socio-economic status, district 
expenditure per pupil, fiscal condition-predictability; fiscal condition-sustainability and 
locale are significant with district student performance.  All of these relationships were 
negative as reflected in reported beta standardized scores. 
      When school districts are smaller, have fewer students qualifying for free/reduced 
lunch programs, spend less per pupil, depend less on the state of Ohio for basic aid and 
have a lower district fiscal condition sustainability, student performance increases.  The 




     The district tendency to be suburban versus urban reinforces the work of Irshman 
(1997) that discussed how urban areas had high concentrations of disadvantaged students 
who were ill-served that resulted in poor student performance.   Similar findings were 
reported by (Lee & Smith 1987), who found students in high schools smaller than 600 
and larger than 900 experienced lower student achievement in reading and mathematics.  
Overbag (2003) reported similar results. 
Study Implications 
 
There are several implications from the study.  These implications reflect both the 
relationships of the leadership styles of the superintendents as well the relationships of 
the fiscal conditions of school districts across Ohio. 
Opportunities must be provided to individuals in leadership roles and to those that 
aspire to theses positions to develop them to become multi-framed style individuals.  It is 
apparent that multi-framed style leaders have greater knowledge and more varied skills 
sets to most effectively lead their organization.  Bolman and Deal (2003) share several 
methods to help individuals utilize and strengthen specific frame usage.  These 
techniques and others must be utilized to help strengthen and to teach frame utilization to 
individuals that lack usage of the individual frames in the effort to become a multi-
framed style leader. 
The findings of the relationships of increased student performance with school 
districts that receive less state basic aid and with school districts that spend less on per 
pupil expenditures needs further investigation to provide a deeper understanding.  Since 
districts that receive less state basic aid spend a greater amount of dollars per pupil it is 




across Ohio.  The finding that student performance is higher in those districts that over 
the period of the study spent a smaller percentage per pupil expenditure would indicate 
that where the dollars are being spent does matter.  Policy makers, our legislators and the 
leadership within the schools need to be provided these findings. Future studies must be 
completed that to unwrap these relationships to provide a deeper understanding 
The finding of the existence of a state funding equalization plan in Ohio must be 
investigated further to monitor its level of effectiveness.  The effectiveness of the school 
funding equalization plan that was utilized during the study period was very minimal.  It 
would take a significantly long period of time for equalization of school funding to occur 
between districts of low fiscal capacity with those of high capacity to.  More studies 
investigating these relationships are necessary to be able to provide a deeper 
understanding of Ohio‟s equalization plan to the policy makers and our legislators. 
Recommendations 
Recommendations for Practice 
      As effective schools research is entering the fourth generation of research it is 
evident more leadership studies of superintendents of schools is necessary.  Research on 
leadership practices and styles is important if we are to understand why some school 
districts are successful while others are not.  If accountability measures such as the No 
Child Left Behind Act are to be met, superintendents must empower instructional leaders 
to put in place research-based practices that bring 21st century knowledge and skill sets to 
the students.  This study presents a plethora of data on superintendent‟s leadership style 
and frame utilization.  This study validates the equalization formula for schools in Ohio 




depend less on the state of Ohio for basic aid spend significantly more dollars per pupil 
than those that depend more on the state.  From these results it becomes apparent districts 
with a greater fiscal capacity will always out do those who have less.  How these dollars 
being spent must be scrutinized and the styles of the leaders that are spending these 
dollars most effectively must be investigated.  Superintendents nationwide must step 
forward and lead the present educational reform.  To be successful, superintendents must 
gain an understanding of leadership styles to effectively maneuver today‟s educational 
landscape. 
      Today‟s mobility of superintendents, one in four superintendents across Ohio 
serving their current school district fewer than six years, would indicate the need for the 
understanding of leadership styles.  The study found superintendents across Ohio by both 
genders champion the multi-framed leadership style the most.  This researcher believes 
this did not happen by chance.  Given the conditions of superintendent leadership, 
matriculation to this position is one that is scaled by few. The years of experience and 
training combined with the challenges of the position make it a position that is not for all 
educators. From this study it was found those in this position overwhelmingly operate 
from the multi-framed style.  Preparation programs for effective educational leaders must 
ensure future superintendents receive professional development activities encouraging 
them to become multi-framed in their leadership style. 
      As leadership studies go forward into the fourth generation of effective schools 
research, the investigation of the effect of leadership at the central office is a must.  With 
current accountability systems in place central office personnel need a clear 




of the structural, human-resource, political and symbolic frames will be most useful to 
today‟s and tomorrow‟s leaders in education.  It only makes sense that multi-framed 
leaders have a wider arsenal of knowledge to deal effectively with more situations.  
Therefore, recommendations for practice would include: 
1. We as professional learning communities must develop and plan high quality 
professional development to provide the opportunity for practicing 
superintendents to gain the knowledge and the skill sets necessary to 
understand their leadership styles through utilization of the framed leadership 
assessments of self and others.  The Bolman and Deal instruments could be 
used to help heighten this awareness.  A greater awareness of one‟s leadership 
style and perception of style by others would increase one‟s effectiveness as a 
leader. 
2. In an instructional setting situations could be created requiring individuals to 
select the best frame(s) to handle the situation.  An understanding of the 
cognitive leadership frames described by Bolman and Deal are not only 
important as an organization views itself, but perhaps more importantly by 
individual leaders.  This knowledge and skill set will help educational leaders 
adjust accordingly to situations at hand.   
3. Through a series of professional development activities the underlying goal 
would be to develop multi-framed leadership style leaders. 
4. The same knowledge and skill sets discussed above must be implemented in 
superintendent training programs.  Future educational leaders need to 




5. As school districts undergo superintendent searches, an understanding of the 
complex interactions between student performance, district fiscal conditions 
and leadership styles must be conveyed to the decision-makers.  Boards of 
Education and search committees must gain this valuable information to better 
select the candidate that is most likely to succeed in their environment. 
6. School funding policy makers and legislators nationwide need to be made 
aware of the significant relationships that exist with a school district‟s‟ 
dependence on state basic aid and student performance.  This awareness may 
be through the publication of professional papers that are published in 
literature subscribed to by these individuals. 
Recommendations for Further Studies 
          Future studies on the effects of leadership styles and fiscal conditions of school 
districts must go forward in these times of educational accountability and poor economic 
conditions. 
      This study reports the frequency patterns of superintendent styles and leadership 
from utilization, while the relationships between leadership styles and the study variables 
the significance did approach the 0.05 level.  To say leadership styles have no 
relationship with the study variables may not be true due to the small number of 
participants. 
      The study did find for the time period of the study (1997-2007), the equalization 
formula of funding in Ohio is taking place.  It is apparent school districts in Ohio that 
receive more state basic aid had a greater percentage increase in per pupil expenditure 




of Ohio for basic aid spend significantly less per pupil than those that depend on the state 
less.  While the equalization formula is taking place those districts that depend on the 
state for basic aid still lag far behind in dollars spent per pupil! 
      Therefore recommendations for further studies would include: 
1. As the fourth generation of effective schools research continues, more studies 
need to be completed on the leadership styles and practices of the 
superintendent.  If similar studies have participant rates similar to this study, a 
power analysis study is suggested.  The small number of participants in this 
study may have limited the significance of leadership styles.  Consideration of 
Quasi-Experimental study would be beneficial. 
2. To explore the why of the findings of this research, qualitative studies must be 
completed.  These findings could lead to a deeper understanding of best 
practices and behaviors of the most effective superintendents. 
3. Studies that compare and contrast the results of the perceptions of the 
leadership styles of superintendent by self and others need to be completed.  
This story could investigate the differences in the perceptions of leadership 
styles.   
4. Future studies must be completed focusing on the fiscal condition of school 
districts and student achievement. 
5. Future studies must focus on the relationships of a school district‟s 
dependency on state basic aid and the district‟s student performance.  This 




6. As studies investigating the effects of school size, socio-economic status, 
expenditure per pupil and gender with district student performance result in 
varied results, the need for more studies must be completed to bring greater 
reliability and validity. 
7. Case studies need to be completed on individual school districts that rely 
heavily on state basic aid.  Investigating the boom and bust funding cycles of 
these districts must be completed for a greater understanding of the effects of 
the study variables.  These studies would bring a greater understanding of 
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A: Calculating the Performance Index  
The PI is calculated by assigning a weighted score to each performance level in the 
following manner: 
• Untested students - 0 points  
• Below Basic/Limited - 0.3 points  
• Basic - 0.6 points  
• Proficient - 1.0 points  
• Accelerated – 1.1 points  
• Advanced - 1.2  
The percentage of students at each performance level is then multiplied by their 
respective weight, and the totals for each performance level are summed to get the 
building‟s overall Performance Index score.  
Example:  
Performance Level  % of Students at Level  Weight  Score  
Untested  5  0.0  0.0  
Limited  20  0.3  6.0  
Basic  25  0.6  15.0  
Proficient  35  1.0  35.0  
Accelerated  5  1.1  5.5  
Advanced  10  1.2  12.0  
Performance Index Score:  73.5  
.  
 
% of Students at Level * Weight = Score  
EXAMPLE: 20 * .3 = 6.0  
 
This is obtained by summing the scores:  
0+ 6 + 15 + 35+ 5.5 + 18 = 73.5  
The maximum possible PI score is 120 (100% of students at advanced level). The 












Performance Index – Count of Tests at that Performance Level  
Definition:  This is the total number of tests that were taken by 
students in grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10 (OGT) who 
were enrolled in the district for a “full academic year” 
broken down by performance level achieved. Students 
who were required to take a test who did not take the 
test would be in the “Untested” category.  
Note: Students who are reported with REASON 
“SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN (WAIVER 
REASON) =„A‟ – Medical Reason – will be excluded 
from all performance level calculations.  
Calculation:  A count is taken by performance level of testing records 
with a Required Test Type of “STR” or “ALT” for 
students enrolled in the district for a “Full Academic 
Year” in grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10 (OGT).  
Note: Students that have been excluded from the 
“PROFICIENT” level because of the 1.0% cap 
limitation will be included in the count of students 
achieving at the Basic Performance Level.  
Data 
elements:  
STATE EQUIVALENT GRADE LEVEL  
STUDENT STATUS  
ATTENDING/HOME IRN INDICATOR  
STUDENT PERCENT OF TIME  
MAJORITY OF ATTENDANCE IRN  
ACCOUNTABILITY IRN  
REQUIRED TEST TYPE  
TEST GRADE LEVEL  
RAW/SCALED SCORE  
REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN 
(WAIVER REASON)  





Filter(s):  Includes students who meet the following criteria:  
Student Status = “0”, “1”, “3”, “4”, “5”, “7”, “8”, “9”, 
“A”, “C”, “D”, “L”, “M”, “S”,”W”; AND Student 
Percent of Time > 0.  
 
OR  




Students that your district sent to a special 
education cooperative program at another district. 
These students will be included in your district‟s 
calculation based upon the data reported by the 
district educating the student. The educating district 
would report the students with student status = “B”.  
AND  
• Student is enrolled in the district for a full academic 
year as reported in the Majority of Attendance IRN 
element. Refer to “Full Academic Year” definition for 
additional details.  
 
AND  
Students with Required Test Type = “STR” or “ALT”. 
This calculation includes all students with disabilities 
regardless of whether they actually took the test.  
 
AND  
Excludes LEP students coded as enrolled in US schools 
for the first time on or  
 
 
Count of Tests at that Performance Level  
 
After the first day of the current school year and students reported 
with a REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN (WAIVER 
REASON) = „A‟ – Medical Reason.  
 
Data Source:  Reported by district through EMIS in FY2007 





Performance Index – Count of All Tests  
Definition:  This is the total number of test records for students in 
grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10 (OGT) who were enrolled 
in the district for a “full academic year”. These students 
were required to take the achievement/OGT tests. All 
test records for these students are counted 
REGARDLESS of score or whether the student actually 
took the “subject” test. Any student who met the criteria 
in the “filter” section below, and was required to take a 
test, would be included in this column (with the 
exception of LEP students enrolled in US schools for 
the first time on or after the first day of school of the 
current school year and students reported with 
REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN 
(WAIVER REASON) = medical reasons.  
Calculation:  A count is taken of ALL test records with a Required 
Test Type of “STR” or “ALT” for students in grades 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10 (OGT) who were required to take 
the achievement/OGT assessment tests and met the 
criteria in the “filter” section below (with the exception 
of LEP students enrolled in US schools for the first time 
on or after the first day of school of the current school 
year and students reported with REASON “SUBJECT” 




STATE EQUIVALENT GRADE LEVEL  
STUDENT STATUS  
ATTENDING/HOME IRN INDICATOR  
STUDENT PERCENT OF TIME  
MAJORITY OF ATTENDANCE IRN  
ACCOUNTABILITY IRN  
REQUIRED TEST TYPE  
TEST GRADE LEVEL  
WITHDRAWAL DATE  
REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN 





Filter(s):  Includes students who meet the following criteria:  
Student Status = “0”, “1”, “3”, “4”, “5”, “7”, “8”, “9”, 
“A”, “C”, “D”, “L”, “M”, “S”,”W”; AND Student 
Percent of Time > 0.  
 
OR  




Students that your district sent to a special 
education cooperative program at another district. 
These students will be included in your district‟s 
calculation based upon the data reported by the 
district educating the student. The educating district 
would report the students with student status = “B”.  
AND  
• Student is enrolled in the district for a full academic 
year as reported in the Majority of Attendance IRN 
element. Refer to “Full Academic Year” definition for 
additional details.  
 
AND  
Students with Required Test Type = “STR” or “ALT”. 
This calculation includes all students with disabilities 
required to take a test, regardless of whether they 
actually took the test.  
Excludes LEP students coded as enrolled in US schools 
for the first time on or after the first day of school for 
the current school year and students reported with  
 
 
REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN (WAIVER REASON) = 
medical reasons  
 
Data Source:  Reported by district through EMIS in FY2007 
Yearend N  




Definition:  This is the percentage of tests taken by students in 
grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10 (OGT) who were enrolled 
in the district a “full academic year”, at each 




STATE EQUIVALENT GRADE LEVEL  
STUDENT STATUS  
ATTENDING/HOME IRN INDICATOR  
STUDENT PERCENT OF TIME  
MAJORITY OF ATTENDANCE IRN  
ACCOUNTABILITY IRN  
REQUIRED TEST TYPE  
TEST GRADE LEVEL  
WITHDRAWAL DATE  
REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN (WAIVER 
REASON)  
SCALED/RAW SCORE  
LEP  
Filter(s):  Includes students who meet the following criteria:  
Student Status = “0”, “1”, “3”, “4”, “5”, “7”, “8”, “9”, 
“A”, “C”, “D”, “L”, “M”, “S”,”W”; AND Student 
Percent of Time > 0.  
 
OR  




Students that your district sent to a special education 
cooperative program at another district. These 
students will be included in your district‟s 
calculation based upon the data reported by the 
district educating the student. The educating district 
would report the students with student status = “B”.  
AND  
• Student is enrolled in the district for a full academic 
year as reported in the Majority of Attendance IRN 
element. Refer to “Full Academic Year” definition for 






Students with Required Test Type = “STR” or “ALT”. 
This calculation includes all students with disabilities 
required to take the test, regardless of whether they 
actually took the test.  
Excludes LEP students coded as enrolled in US schools 
for the first time on or after the first day of school for 
the current school year and student tests coded with a 
Medical Waiver.  
 
Data 
Source:  Reported by district through EMIS in FY2007Yearend N  
 
 




Number of Tests at each performance level  
(Count of Tests at that Level)  
 
Total number of Standard or Alternate test (Required Test Type of “STR” and “ALT”)  
(Count of All Tests)  
 
x 100 




Definition:  The Performance Index (PI) is a calculation that 
measures student performance on all achievement and 
OGT tests based upon the number of test records at 
each performance level. The PI is calculated by 
assigning a weighted score to each performance level in 
the following manner:  
• Untested students - 0 points  
• Limited - 0.3 points  
• Basic - 0.6 points  
• Proficient - 1.0 points  
• Accelerated – 1.1 points  
• Advanced - 1.2  
 
The percentage of tests at each performance level is 
then multiplied by their respective weight, and the totals 
for each performance level are summed to get the 




STATE EQUIVALENT GRADE LEVEL  
STUDENT STATUS  
ATTENDING/HOME IRN INDICATOR  
STUDENT PERCENT OF TIME  
MAJORITY OF ATTENDANCE IRN  
ACCOUNTABILITY IRN  
REQUIRED TEST TYPE  
WITHDRAWAL DATE  
REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT TAKEN (WAIVER 
REASON)  
SCALED/RAW SCORE  
LEP  
Filter(s):  Includes students who meet the following criteria:  
Student Status = “0”, “1”, “3”, “4”, “5”, “7”, “8”, “9”, 
“A”, “C”, “D”, “L”, “M”, “S”,”W”; AND Student 
Percent of Time > 0.  
 
OR  




Students that your district sent to a special education 
cooperative program at another district. These 




calculation based upon the data reported by the 
district educating the student. The educating district 








Percentage of tests at a given Performance Level X Weight assigned to that level  
 




Sum of Points at each Level of Performance




Performance Index Performance Index – Points (Weighted Score)  
 
• Student is enrolled in the district for a full academic year as reported 
in the Majority of Attendance IRN element. Refer to “Full Academic 
Year” definition for additional details.  
 
AND  
Students with Required Test Type = “STR” or “ALT”. This 
calculation includes students with disabilities regardless of whether 
they actually took the test.  
 
AND  
Excludes LEP students coded as enrolled in US schools for the first 
time on or after the first day of school for the current school year 
AND students reported with REASON “SUBJECT” TEST NOT 
TAKEN (WAIVER REASON) = A - medical reasons.  
 
Data Source:  Reported by district through EMIS in FY2007 
Yearend N  


























B:   Leadership Orientations (Self) 
Your name: ____________________ 
  
LEADERSHIP ORIENTATIONS (SELF) 
© 1990, Lee G. Bolman and Terrence E. Deal, all rights reserved 
This questionnaire asks you to describe your leadership and management style. 
I. Behaviors 
You are asked to indicate how often each of the items below is true of you. 
Please use the following scale in answering each item. 
1                         2                         3                         4                             5 
Never                                     Sometimes                                             Always 
                Occasionally                                             Often 
  
So, you would answer '1' for an item that is never true of you, '2' for one that is 
occasionally true, '3' for one that is sometimes true of you, and so on. 
Be discriminating! Your results will be more helpful if you think about each item 
and distinguish the things that you really do all the time from the things that you do 
seldom or never. 
1. _____ Think very clearly and logically. 
2. _____ Show high levels of support and concern for others. 
3. _____ Have exceptional ability to mobilize people and resources to get things     
    done. 
4. _____ Inspire others to do their best. 
5. _____ Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines. 
6. _____ Build trust through open and collaborative relationships. 
7. _____ Am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator. 




8. _____ Am highly charismatic. 
9. _____ Approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking. 
10. _____ Show high sensitivity and concern for others' needs and feelings. 
11. _____ Am unusually persuasive and influential. 
12. _____ Am able to be an inspiration to others. 
13. _____ Develop and implement clear, logical policies and procedures. 
14. _____ Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions. 
15. _____ Anticipate and deal adroitly with organizational conflict. 
16. _____ Am highly imaginative and creative. 
17. _____ Approach problems with facts and logic. 
18. _____ Am consistently helpful and responsive to others. 
19. _____ Am very effective in getting support from people with influence and     
      power. 
20. _____ Communicate a strong and challenging sense of vision and mission. 
21. _____ Set specific, measurable goals and hold people accountable for results. 
22. _____ Listen well and am unusually receptive to other people's ideas and input. 
23. _____ Am politically very sensitive and skillful. 
24. _____ See beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities. 
25. _____ Have extraordinary attention to detail. 
26. _____ Give personal recognition for work well done. 
27. _____ Develop alliances to build a strong base of support. 
28. _____ Generate loyalty and enthusiasm. 
29. _____ Strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of command. 
30. _____ Am a highly participative manager. 
31. _____ Succeed in the face of conflict and opposition. 




32. _____ Serve as an influential model of organizational aspirations and values. 
  
II. Leadership Style 
This section asks you to describe your leadership style. For each item, give the 
number "4" to the phrase that best describes you, "3" to the item that is next best, 
and on down to "1" for the item that is least like you. 
1. My strongest skills are: 
_____ a. Analytic skills 
_____ b. Interpersonal skills 
_____ c. Political skills 
_____ d. Ability to excite and motivate 
2. The best way to describe me is: 
_____ a. Technical expert 
_____ b. Good listener 
_____ c. Skilled negotiator 
_____ d. Inspirational leader 
3. What has helped me the most to be successful is my ability to: 
_____ a. Make good decisions 
_____ b. Coach and develop people 
_____ c. Build strong alliances and a power base 
_____ d. Energize and inspire others 
4. What people are most likely to notice about me is my: 
_____ a. Attention to detail 
_____ b. Concern for people 
_____ c. Ability to succeed, in the face of conflict and opposition 
_____ d. Charisma. 





5. My most important leadership trait is: 
_____ a. Clear, logical thinking 
_____ b. Caring and support for others 
_____ c. Toughness and aggressiveness 
_____ d. Imagination and creativity 
6. I am best described as: 
_____ a. An analyst 
_____ b. A humanist 
_____ c. A politician 
_____ d. A visionary 
  
III. Overall rating 
Compared to other individuals that you have known with comparable levels of 
experience and responsibility, how would you rate yourself on: 
1. Overall effectiveness as a manager. 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5 
Bottom 20%                     Middle 20%                         Top 20% 
2. Overall effectiveness as a leader. 
1                     2                     3                     4                     5 
Bottom 20%                     Middle 20%                         Top 20% 
IV. Background Information 
1. How many years have you served in your present Superintendency? ____ 
2. Male ________  Female ___________ 
3. School District:  ____________________ 




C:  Letter for permission to use Leadership Orientations (Self) Instrument 
 
 
Lee G. Bolman 
Marion Bloch/Missouri Chair in Leadership 
Bloch School of Business and Public Administration 
University of Missouri-Kansas City 
5100 Rockhill Road 
Kansas City, MO  64110 
 
 
Dear Dr. Bolman: 
 
     I am a doctoral candidate in Higher Education Administration at West Virginia 
University and am preparing my dissertation prospectus.  The title is “The Influence of 
the Leadership Styles of Superintendent‟s and Fiscal Conditions on District Student 
Performance across Ohio:  A Post Hoc Study.”  It is my hope that you will grant 
permission to use your Leadership Orientations (Self) instrument to examine this 
relationship.  I understand that, should you grant permission, I will provide to you a copy 
of any reports, publications, papers or theses resulting from this research.  I also agree to 
provide a copy of the data file from this research if you request it.   
 
 I have found your research on leadership images and frames most interesting.  
With your permission to use the survey, upon completion of my research more 
information will be made available to you. 
 
     If you have any questions, you may contact me by email at dan.doyle@omeresa.net, 
by phone 304-281-5348 or by mail at 304 Washington Ave., Wheeling, W.V. 26003.   
 








       Dan Doyle 
       Doctoral Student 
       Educational Leadership Studies 
       West Virginia University 

















Dear Superintendent of Schools: 
 
  You are serving in the most influential position in the public educational system 
of Ohio.  You have been selected to participate in a study which will investigate the 
influence of superintendents‟ leadership styles and the fiscal conditions of school districts 
on student achievement. 
 
 I am completing a doctoral study at West Virginia University in Morgantown, 
WV.  As a practicing Superintendent in Ohio I know we are all very busy serving our 
stakeholders; however, findings gained through this study will not only provide our 
profession information to develop our practices around, but also may provide necessary 
information to the decision-makers of Ohio to create a constitutional system of school 
funding. 
 
 Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and you do not have to 
respond to every item or question.  Your signature is not required on this questionnaire.  
Your responses will remain anonymous, and confidentiality will be maintained.  The 
questionnaire has been reviewed by educational professionals and will take 
approximately 10 minutes to complete.  For a copy of the results of this survey, please 
send your email request to dan.doyle@omeresa.net. 
 
      The questionnaire and survey can be accessed and submitted at 
www.leadershipimagesurvey.com   Return of your completed questionnaire and survey 
before March 31, 2009 would be greatly appreciated. 
 
       
 
 
     Sincerely, 
 
 
     Dan Doyle      
     Doctoral Candidate 
     Department of Educational Leadership Studies 
      
 
 



















     Your position as a school leader involves enormous responsibility and a commitment 
of time.  All of us are busier these days than we would like and most of us have a difficult 
time staying ahead of the obligations which are essential and required. 
 
     You may recall my e-mail you received earlier last month regarding a study of the 
influence of Superintendent Leadership Styles and Fiscal Conditions on District Student 
Performance Across Ohio.  Because your response is so important to this study, I am 
requesting you take a few minutes out of your busy day to complete the questionnaire and 
survey. 
 
     I encourage you to take ten minutes (estimated time) out of your day and complete the 
questionnaire at www.leadershipimagesurvey.com.   As indicated earlier, a summary of the 
results of this study may be obtained by sending your email request to 
dan.doyle@omeresa.net. 
 








     Dan Doyle 
     Doctoral Candidate 










































G. Certificates of Human Participant Protection Training (continued) 






















Daniel T. Doyle 
 
     The researcher has been an educator in Ohio K-12 public schools for over 34 years in 
the capacity of teacher, coach and administrator.  The largest portion of his experience 
has been in the area of administration, the last nine years serving as Superintendent of 
Schools in a small rural school district located in Southeast Appalachia Ohio. 
     He was born on July 21, 1955, completing his undergraduate work in Pennsylvania 
and his Masters work in Ohio.  He earned a Bachelor‟s Degree in Geology from 
Allegheny College, Meadville and a Masters in Administration from the University of 
Dayton. 
     He intends to pursue his research interests in leadership studies and school finance and 
would like to increase his involvement with policy development.  He is interested in 
associating with a university or educational foundation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
